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TO THE READER. 



Christianity bas two phases or aspects; the 
one theoretical) the other practical. All inquiry 
into dogmatics, all interpretation of the Scrip- 
tures, all divinity, considered as a science, refers 
to the former. Still the views which are enter* 
tained respecting the nature and the very essence 
of divinity, and specially that branch of it which 
here is more immediately our object, (Exegetics) 
are extremely various : these views differ not 
merely according to the variety of sects, into 
which the Christian community is now divided ; 
but even within the limits of each sect, we find 
these views multifariously modified. In a scien- 
tific survey, we may divide this endless variety 
of views into two grand classes ; or rather, pro- 
ceeding from a central point, or from a point at 
some distance from and within the two extremes, 
we instantly discover two diametrically opposite 
tendencies in these views ; the one class of views 
has for its object the eternal and immutable pre- 
servation of something given or established ; the 
other class of views scarcely recognises any thing, 
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beyond certain general principles, as eternally 
immoveable or unalterably fixed. Opinions of the 
former class, may not unsuitably be characterised 
as Conservative, and, speaking typically, it is not 
improper to say that they are crystallized: those 
of the latter are progressive, variable, and fer- 
menting. 

Theological views and opinions entertained in 
Germany are always of this latter class. A Ger- 
man School of Divinity, whether embracing the 
principles of rationalism, or of supernaturalism ; 
whether orthodox or heterodox ; whether neolo- 
gical, or adhering to the ecclesiastical symbols ; 
in short, of whatever denomination it may be, is 
in every case progressive^ and, in its own sphere, 
of a movement party. 

The excuse for, or we should rather say, the 
cause of this state of things with the Germans 
is : That, according to the estimation of all par- 
ties among them, theology is an irifinitej liberal^ 
speculative^ and transcendental science, and not 
an exact or mathematical science ; and being so 
conditioned, it, like all other speculative sciences, 
in its historical development, follows laws, which 
are not of man's making or creation, but which 
he receives from above exactly as he receives his 
mental and spiritual powers and faculties. Ac- 
cording to this view, theology would be removed 
from its own sphere, and greatly degraded, by 
prescribing to it any bounds or limits, or by sub- 
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jecting it to such laws as the exact sciences re- 
cognise, and ever ought to recognise. From this 
view, it follows, that if we recognise two modes 
or forms of Divine revelation : one physical^ and 
the other moral or special^^ the problem : of ana- 
lysing the whole of matter down to dynamical 
atoms, and of displaying all imaginable physical 
laws in a perfect system, is, as to magnitude, a 
very insignificant problem indeed, when compared 
with that other problem which embraces the 
clear and perspicuous display of the moral rela- 
tion existing between God and man. 

It is clear, that where theology isthus viewed, 
it may indeed be subject to an endless variety 
of changes in mode, form, and fashion, but it is 
equally clear, that the opinions of the vulgar can 
never have the slightest influence upon it. In 
all theological fashions in Germany, flocks and 
congregations must always /6//o2(7 their teachers, 
but can never take the lead. The Germans are 
thus completely secured against gainseeking sec- 
tarianism: Religion can, with them, never, in 
any shape, become an article of traffic. And it 
also is altogether owing to this view of theology, 
as a sublime speculative science, that the Ger- 
man ecclesiastical establishments are so firmly 
secure and so popular. 

That the Germans consider divinity as a 
liberal, and speculative, and unlimited science, 

• Rom. i. 20. ^ Rom. i. 16, 17- 
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does, however, nowhere appear more strongly 
than in their scriptural exegesis. All parties, 
with them, recognise the insufficiency of the 
common versions ; all recognise the necessity of 
carefully and conscientiously examining the au- 
thentic text, and all recognise that, for this pur- 
pose, a very extensive and profound erudition is 
required, and that here great philological, his- 
torical, and antiquarian knowledge, is indispen- 
sable. All parties are, in an equal degree, de- 
pendent on a right understanding of the original 
text ; since every theological sorites, in which 
the paramount authority of the vernacular ver- 
sions forms a link, necessarily breaks at that 
link, and every system of doctrine, sustained by 
such a sorites, unavoidably falls to the ground. 
Ever since the days of Luther, the Germans 
have been conscientious searchers of the Scrip- 
tures; but first, when they attained their pre- 
sent high distinction in classical and oriental 
philology, they became skilful and enlightened 
searchers. 

It affords the Translator of this present work 
much pleasure, thus to introduce to British 
divines a very distinguished, and strictly ortho- 
dox Lutheran interpreter. He feels confident, 
that the many high qualifications which Dr. 
Liicke possesses as an exeget: his diligence, his 
learning, his acuteness, his candour, his freedom 
from prejudice, and the Christian spirit parti- 
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cularly observable in his polemics, will be ap- 
preciated by discerning theologians in this 
country. Dr. Liicke's high competence to in- 
terpret the works of St. John, may also in no 
small degree be ascribed to this, that he not 
only sincerely admires, but with equal sincerity 
loves his author; therefore, he recognises no 
higher law in his interpretation than this, 
*•' above all things endeavour to ascertain 
the author's true meaning." In the present 
work, the Translator finds such a spirit, and 
such a principle, manifest on every page. 

The Author was, during several years, an or- 
nament of the Prussian University of Bonn. 
On account of the eminence of its teachers, this 

4 

University holds a very high rank among the 
Universities of Germany. Here Niebuhr taught 
history ; here Christian Brandis taught and still 
teaches Philosophy; and Aug. Schlegel the In- 
dian languages — in such a place, Dr. L'dcke was 
distinguished as a Divine. 

Dr. Lucke has previously written a voluminous 
commentary on St. John's Gospel. Thus he 
has, during many years study, made himself fa- 
miliar with the Apostle's spirit and style and 
manner. The author's extensive research, and his 
wealth of resources, will appear in the work itself. 

Of his own work, the Translator may say thus 
much, that he has executed his task conscien- 
tiously and with pleasure ; and if his success shall 
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appear to be proportionate to the labour be- 
stowed on the work, the translation must be 
fair. The Translator has added seventy notes, 
which, for the most part, are of a philological 
and critical nature. In a few of these, he has 
expressed dissent from the author in matters of 
minor importance. Who can agree with an 
author on every point through the whole extent 
of 380 pages ? Of this the Translator is certain, 
that he in no instance felt that admiration and 
esteem weakened in his mind, which is so emi- 
nently due to Dr. Lilcke, as a scholar, as a divine, 
and as a Christian. 

Several misquotations have been corrected, 
and where it was apparent that these were mere 
misprints, no notice has been taken of such cor- 
rections in the notes. But, in cases of greater 
importance, and where the misquotation led to 
critical inferences, as p. 133, where two erroneous 
quotations of Lange's have been corrected ; or, 
where misquotations have arisen from the diffe- 
rence of arrangement in chapters and verses, in 
different copies of the Scriptures ; such a circum- 
stance has been mentioned in the Translator's 
notes. The Translator hopes that he has not 
inadvertently introduced other misquotations in- 
stead of those he has corrected. In correcting 
the proofs, he certainly has found this figure bu- 
siness most troublesome. He knows that he has 
bestowed much care and attention on the correc- 
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tion of the work, while passing through the 
press ; still, he has already discovered one mis- 
print, p. 16, where, in the last line of the text, 
the Reader is desired to read no instead of an. 

The introduction of a few technical terms, 

which are unusual in English, was found to be 

unavoidable; but the appellation of Doketists, 

which some English divines have called Docetistsy 

was deliberately adopted on philological grounds, 

not merely because the word is of Greek and not 

of Latin origin, but because some image at least 

is thus preserved of the English parallel root : 

AoxiTfLoi is in English methinks; and the Do- 

ketists had their name from maintaining: that 

Christ's manifestation in the flesh was a mere 

appearance : In ancient Scotch they would say, 

" the Apostles thocht that they saw Christ." 

Dr. Liicke has given a German version of St, 
John's Epistles, along with his Commentary : the 
Translator perceived that justice could not be 
done to the Doctor's work, without translating 
this version : it is a version of such a Greek text 
as Dr. Liicke has deliberately adopted, and is 
also in conformity with the interpretation given 
in the Commentary. It is, in many instances, 
much more clear and perspicuous than the ver- 
sion of the English Bible. 

We beg leave to accompany Dr. Llicke's ex- 
cellent work with the sincere wish, that his ex- 
ample may be fruitful among divines, both of 
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this and of many other countries : that the com- 
mendation earned by the Bereans, Acts xvii. 1 1, 
may ever be the highest object of ambition for 
Christian teachers — that they may never shun 
the labour of acquiring a competent knowledge 
of the ancient and the oriental languages, hav- 
ing in view an object of so high importance, as 
is the right understanding of God's revealed 
word — that they may become ever more and 
more familiar with the works of the Fathers, 
with the ancient versions, and with other critical 
sources — and that they may thus acquire and es- 
tablish for themselves a doctrinal competence 
and authority to which neither heretics,' nor fa- 
natics, nor demagogical innovators can ever as- 
pire. We feel persuaded, that wherever such a 
spirit is universal among the teachers of the 
Church, the Ecclesiastical Establishment must 
necessarily flourish and prosper ; for, in such a 
case, the Establishment is in tru^and in reality 

an enlightened Christian Establishment, 

Translator. 

Edinburgh, 
IQth November, 1836. 
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CHAPTER I. 

AUTHENTICITY. 

If Poiycarp's Epistle to the Philippians, be neither 
spurious — and it cannot be proved that it is — ^nor 
interpolated — and that has not been proved hitherto — 
we have in that epistle a clear testimony establishing 
the existence of our epistle in the commencement of 
the second century ; for Pdycarp, in chap, viil suc- 
cinctly describing the antichristian heresies of his 
age, thus expresses himself respecting Dokeiism : ^a^ 
yS^^og av firj cfji^oKoyfi 'ifitfovv Xptfrhv h (fU^xi iXriXv^haij 
a)friy£i(tr6g hriv. No unprejudiced man can doubt 
that the passage, 1 John iv. 3, is latently contained 
in these words. It is true that Eusebius, who, gene- 
rally speaking) is an accurate observer of quotations 
from the New Testament, in writings of the second 
century, only mentions the first Epistle of St. Peter 
as having been quoted in Poiycarp's Epistle. But it 
is only incidentally that he speaks of the subject, 
and he has also left unnoticed, allusions to some of 
St. Paul's Epistles in the Epistle of Polycarp. The 
word di'r/%^/(«'og too, is, in the New Testament, in 

B 
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frequent use only with St. John; in the patristic 
language of the second century it seems very rardy 
to occur. First again by Irenaeus, a disciple of Poly- 
carp, it is used more frequently ; and, is it not likely 
that the use of it, in this passage, indicates that Poly- 
carp had before him the first epistle of his apostolic 
master? This is indeed a mere subsidiary proof, 
and let us admit, it is one that is uncertain, since 
this phenomenon may be accounted for in a different 
manner. 

Dr. Bretschneider endeavours, by the vagueness of 
the quotation, to weaken the force of Polycarp's tes- 
timony. This is a vain endeavour. None of the 
apostolical fathers use to quote passages from the 
New Testament, with accuracy and precision ; they 
do not even so quote passages from the Old Testa- 
ment. Nor do we find any greater precision in the 
apologetical writers. But were we to go the full 
length with Dr. Bretschneider, and suppose, either 
that this antidoketic passage was dervved from an 
earlier source, which was common to the author of 
the first Epistle of St. John and to Polycarp, or, that 
the later pseudo-John borrowed it from Polycarp, a 
more ancient writer ; we would, in the first case, have 
to establish a mere fiction ; and, in the second, we 
would entirely subvert the irrefragable critical maxim, 
according to which, " the more perfect and more 
complete expression is generally considered as the 
original, and as the source of the more imperfect and 
abridged." Now, the passage of St. John is clearly 
more original than the passage in St. Polycarp. 

The next author after Polycarp who supports, with 
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his testimony, our epistle, as a writing of St. John's, 
is Papias, Bishop of Hien^lis, who lived before the 
middle of the second century. Lrenseus says of him, 
that he was 'loiavvo'j a^i y axouem)^, XloXuxa^v ik eraT^og.^ 
Eusebius,^ seems to doubt that he was a disciple or 
hearer of St. John, and to prefer making him a dis- 
ciple of John the Presbj^er. It is not easy to decide 
whether Eusebius is right in this particular. But, 
having the works of Papias before him, Eusebius 
says, that in these he made use of passages from the 
first Epistle of St. John, and first Epistle of St. Peter.' 
According to the manner of the age, Papias too, in 
all likelihood, did not quote with precision, nor men- 
tion by name the apostolic writers to whose works 
he alluded. But as Eusebius is right in asserting 
that Polycarp, in his epistle, has made use of passages 
from the first Epistle of St. Peter, there is no reason 
to suppose he is wrong in what he says respecting 
Papias. 

Subsequent to the middle of the second century, 
the testimonies in favour of our epistle, as a genuine 
epistle of St. John's, become more frequent and more 
decisive. Irenseus, who, as to origin, was from Asia 
Minor, and, being Polycarp's disciple, indirectly a 
pupil of St. John's, according to Eusebius,* repeated- 
ly quoted passages from St. John's first epistle in 
his writings. In his work agaijist heretics,^ which is 

* ** John's hearer, but Polycarp's companion." Ad vers, 
haer. y. 33. 

2 Churchh. iii. 39. ' U c. * L. c. 

^ Iren. Adv. Haeret. v. 16. Grabe's edition, where 1 John 
ii. 18, 19, 21, 22, (somewhat abridged and altered ;) and iv. 1, 
2, 3, and v. 1, are quoted. 
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still preserved, he frequently quotes our epistle^ 
mentioning its author expressly by name. So does 
also Clemens Alexandrinus.^ Still more frequently 
is this epistle quoted, and its authenticity similarly 
recognized, in the works of Tertullian^ and Cyprian.® 
The anon3rmous fragment on the canon, probably of 
the Roman Church in the second or the third cen- 
tury, which we find in Muratori, mentions two 
Epistles of St. John as canonical.^ Origen too, 
speaking of the second and the third Epistle of St. 
John, and stating that their genuineness is not uni- 
versally recognized, commends and quotes the first 
as an unquestionably genuine work of St. John the 
Evangelist;'® and, moreover, Dionysius of Alexandria 
endeavours to prove that the Apocalypse is a spu- 
rious work, particularly from its difference in form 
and substance from the recognized genuine works of 
St. John, («. c. the Gospel and the Catholic epistle, )^^ 
and thus Eusebius, being countenanced by so many 
favourable testimonies from Polycarp downwards, 
and supported by the circumstance, that the epistle 

^ Strom. £d. Col. p. 380, 419, 444, 445, &c. 

^ Contra Marc v. 16. Adv. Prax. 16, 28. Adv. Gnostic 
12, &c 

^ De Orat. dom. p. 436. De Opere et Elemos. p. 436. De 
bono patient, p. 450. £d. Oberthur. 

9 Aluratori Antiquit. Ital. Med. Mwiy Tom. III. p. 854. 
'^ Joannis dusa in Catholica habentur." 1 John i. 1, 4, is al- 
so there quoted in an abridged form, and the citation is thus 
expressed : '^ Joannes in epistoUs suU/* 

^^ Commentary on Matth. zvi. Confr. Eusebius^s Churchh. 
vi. 25. 

" Euseb. Churchh. viL 25. 
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faaS) in the church, been used and considered as ca- 
nonical from the very beginning, ^^ is quite justified in 
counting it among the Homologumena.^^ Now, if 
before the age of Eusebius, no doubt respecting the 
genuineness of the epistle was ever entertained, still 
less was any such doubt heard of after his time. The 
teachers of the church, of the occidental as well as of 
the oriental countries, have always been unanimous 
with regard to it, considering it as genuine and ca- 
nonical.** 

The silence, or the almost imperceptible opposi- 
tion of a few heretics against our epistles, dwindles 
into nothing before such complete evidence of the 
primitive Catholic church in its favour. 

It is extremely probable, although Epiphanius 
does not expressly state it, that the Aioffiy in as much 
as they generally rejected the writings of St. John, 
also rejected the first epistle.^^ But, whoever these 
people were, and where, and when, and howsoever 

^' T«rf }ik ^Imcuwu fUYy^mfituartiv ^r^if r^ iuayyiXt^ *ai fi ir^O' 
vt^a rtiv WtrrtXMV vrttfei re raTt W9 »«4 rug tr at^x^Utft mvofi^i' 
X.%xr9t mftMXvynroi, Churchh. iii. 24. 

^' Churchh. iii. 25. 

'* In a homily on Matthew xxi. 23, which, indeed, is erro- 
neously attributed to St. Chrysostom, but which, in his time, 
undoubtedly was delivered in Antioch, we find these words : 
iSf 7li ht*Xv^m^9fiU¥mVf oh rUf aTax^v^mv filv n ir^airfi Wt^raXil, 
rnv yk^ Ituri^etv »a) r^irnv at ^atri^tf asraKmratt^av^t' rhv /lUrat 
9^aim9 hrt^raXnv eiiravrts tJfeu 'lataiffau ^ufA<pMfat$ a^rtippvacfra, 
Chrysost. 0pp. Ed. Montf. Tom. VI. p. 430, cfr. p. 410 
and 417. 

'^ Epiphanius Hser. L. I. 3. E7;^af yt riif ett^i^tv zuXaufiiiffiv 
{rSf akayaaf) at^o^oiWau^atf *latanat> rets fitfiXauf, i^rti aZv rn Xa- 
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they carried on their antilogian and anti-johanneid 
heresies, it is certain that their opposition, being 
founded on dogmatical prejudices, can, under no 
circumstances, have the smallest weight in the criti* 
cism of the writings of St. John, and certainly very 
undeserved is the honour lately paid to them — ^in- 
stead of the appellation of heretics, by which they 
have hitherto been distinguished — ^to invest them with 
the dignity of critics, who were the only party in the 
ancient church that discovered and exposed the 
fraud of the pseudo-johanneic writings. In fact, they 
themselves have furnished the clearest proof of their 
weakness in respect of criticism, in as much as they 
considered the works of St. John, (the Apocalypse 
and the Gospel,) as works of Cerinthus. If the 
Alogi of Epiphanius, as some suppose, ^^ are the same 
as the Theodotians of Eusebius, then it is well known 
from the Ecclesiastical History of the latter, ^^ that 
their criticism of the Sacred Scriptures was similar 
to, and in no degree better, than that of the Mar- 
cionites. Perhaps it more closely followed the let- 
ter, but it was equally arbitrary. 

The circumstance that Marcion and his followers 
had not our espistle in their canon, is of still less 

yw w Yi^errtu rtfv *a^k *lmAitwv xtxti^vy/iivof, SiXvyoi xXn^n^tfrtu. 
aXXir^tot r»iw9 ^ufTAvratrtv utrd^^ovrtf rou xti^vy/iares rnt AXn- 
S*iaf, A^feSivTeu r» xa^a^ov roZ xri^vyfi»T»s, xai •in tl v»v *lmdnou 
limyyiXin ii;^«rreUf oSrt <rfif atnraZ a.<sr»xaXvt^n. Xiyaofi ftn i7ii«i 
mirk *lmAffou, itX>Jt Kn^hB'Ov, xai ahx S^a ettfrtt tpm^if i7i«M iv 
txxXfitriif, 

^^ Walch*s Entwurf, einer VoUstUndig^i Ketzerhistorie, 
(t. e. Sketch of a oomidete History of Heresies^) Vol. I. p. 576* 

" Churchh. v. 28. 
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weight than the probable opposition of the Alogi. 

The Marcionites had no writing of St. John in their 

canon. It is improbable that Marcion knew none of 

St. John's writings. It seems likely that, being an an- 

tichiliast, he rejected the Apocalypse. Subsequently^ 

the gospel too, was suspected by him, and considered 

aa^ obnoxious, probably on account of the connection 

betwixt Jesus and the Baptist, which it biings out 

in strong relief. But, along with the gospel, w«wld 

stand or fall the authority and authenticity of the 

Catholic epistle. ^ ^ Altogether, the absence of a book 

of the New Testament from the canon of a Gnostic 

heretic of the second century, either arising from a 

defective kno^edge of the entire apostolic literature, 

or from some dogmatical prejudice or other, is of far 

less critical importance than its existence there 

would be. 

Accordingly, it is undeniable, that this epistle is 
one of those canonical writings which the ecclesias- 
tical tradition befriends in a most special manner. 

But even if the tradition were less favourable to 
it — ^w^e the tradition less complete and less unani- 
mous than it is — still the genuineness of the epistle 
would remain unassailable, until it should have been 
entirely established that the Gospel of St. John were 
spurious, or the complete harmony in substance, 
diction, and language, betwixt the epistle and the 
gospel should have ceased to be manifest. The 

18 << Neanders genet. Entwickelung der yomehmsten gnost. 
Systeme,** (t. «. Genetic development of the principal Gnostic 
Systems,) p. 309—311. 
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latter has, as far as I know, never been demedJ^ 
And as to the fidrmer point, since the authenticity of 
the gospel has by every repeated altack cmly gained 
in strength and firmness, it would be ahnost incon- 
ceivable that the genuineness of our epistle should 
ever have been called in question, were it not known, 
in the first place,, that this has been done only by a 
few, ana indeed by w&y of experiment, and, in the 
next place, that the dogmatic critique of the canon has 
here exerted its influence, and m a mamier bribed 
the historical critique. 

The first who doubted the authenticity of the 
epistle, but only on internal grounds, was Lano£.^^ 
This is the substance of his argument. 

He inentions : << That the entire absence in this 
epistle of every thing individual, personal, and local, 
indicates an author neither sufliciently acquainted 
with the personal relations of the Apostle himself, 
nor with the state of the communities in which he 
taught and exerted his labours ; that the very great 
harmony in sentiment and expression betwixt the 
epistle and the gospel, creates a suspicion that an 
anxiously timid imitator of St. John may have com- 
posed the epistle ; and, finally, that the epistle, com- 
pared with the gospel, exhibits such manifest indica- 

^^ Should there be any man, who here would demand a de- 
monstration, he may be referred to '^ Schulz Schrift-stelle- 
rischer Charakt. d. Joh.*' (The character of St. John as an 
Author), p. 236, sqq. and '^ Eichhom's Introduction,** 2d vol. 
p. 281, sqq. 

^^ Die Schriften des Joh. iibersetzt und erkliirt. (The Writ- 
ings of St. John, translated and illustrated), Vol. III. p. 4, sqq. 
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tions of mental decay, and the* weakness of old age, 
that if St. John were the author, he necessarily must 
hare written it when very old, and, at all events, after 
the destruction of Jerusalem; bat that the epistle 
has quite the air of being composed before the de- 
struction of that city. In the contrary case John 
would, nay, must of necessity somewhere in the 
epistle have mentioned it, specially in ii. 18, where 
he speaks of the sa^drti cS^a, which, according to the 
notion of the Apostles, was most intimately connect- 
ed with the destruction of the holy city, — a riddle 
which only can be satisfactorily solved, by supposing 
that a more modem author, an imitator of St. John, 
composed the epistle, probably a century after the 
age of St. John." 

This argument is founded on a quadruple error.^' 
In the first place, it is not true that the epistle is des- 
titute of all characteristic individuality and personality ; 
only it is rather hinted at than expressly and distinctly 
brought out, — a trait by which the form of the Ca- 
tholic epistles In general, and the manner of St. John 
in particular, differs from the form of the Pauline 
epistles. The peculiar mould and fashion of the 
Pauline epistles is, accordingly, not to be established 
as a critical standard for the Catholic epistles, and 
least of all for the Epistle of St. John. This, how- 
ever, is what Lange has evidently done. The indi- 
viduality and personality of the epistle rajther dis- 

^^ See what has been stated against it by Fritzsche in Henkes 
Museum, VoL III. Part 1 ; Welcker in his Philol. Exeget. 
Clavis to the N. T., Vol. II. Divis. 2, p. 115, 8q<t. ; and 
Bertholdt's Introduction, Vol. VI. § 701. 
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tinctly appears to the attentive observer in the fol- 
lowing passages : In i. 1 — 4, the author characterizes 
himself as Aposde, and seems to refer to his gospel ; 
in ii. 1, 18, he indicates a more intimate connection 
betwixt himself and his readers ; in ii. 7, 14, he pre- 
supposes an earlier correspondence; in ii. 18, 19; 
iii. 7, and iv. 4, the heretics are indeed more distinct- 
ly alluded to; still the allusions are so slight, that we 
may easily perceive that St. John wrote under known 
circumstances, and addressed himself to a definite 
class of readers, who were well acquainted with the 
subject. There is something local too in the admoni- 
tion V. 21, and there something known is brought 
before the reader's remembrance. There are several 
other passages of the same kind. 

Secondly. The affinity between the epistle and the 
gospel is indeed very great, but altogether of such a 
kind that, according to the rules of sound criticism, 
we are led to conclude, that the author of both is the 
same, and, consequently, 'the genuineness of the gos- 
pel being pre-supposed, and this is done by Lange, 
that of the epistle must follow. In the epistle there 
is nowhere to be found the smallest trace of servile 
imitation. On the contrary, it appears throughout as 
a free and original production of the spirit of St. 
John. An interpolator would have taken great care, 
even outwardly, to impress on his counterfeit the stamp 
of St. John, in every possible manner ; he would have 
mentioned the name of the Evangelist ; he would not 
have forgot to put a prolix superscription and a 
formal salutation; he would have interspersed the 
epistle, in many places, with personal and local al- 
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Ittsionsy and made the time and the circumstances of 
St. John as conspicuous as possible. But, at the 
same time, such an author, however able an imitator 
of the manner of St. John, would, according to the 
custom of the interpolators of the second century, 
never have Bailed to introduce both his own senti- 
ments, and circumstances, and those of his age, and 
scarcely would he have been able entirely to avoid 
contortions and misrepresentations of the ideas of St. 
John and of his mode of expression. But where is 
there the slightest trace of all this in the epistle? 
Form and language, doctrine and manners, heresies 
exposed and attacked, in short, the entire substance 
of the epistle, establish it as a production of the 
Apostolic age, and of the canonic literature. Who- 
ever is acquainted with the apocr3^hal counterfeits 
bearing Apostolic names, of later ages, or whoever has 
carefully explored the relation between the second, 
probably not genuine,* Epistle of St. Peter, and the 
First, and also the Epistle of St. Jude; and like- 
wise the idiomatical agreement between the Apoca- 
lypse and the unquestionably genuine writings of St. 
John, will sooner admit everything apocryphal and 
doubtfiol to be genuine and canonical, than that our 
epistle is a forgery of the second century. 

Thirdly. It is objected that this epistle exhibits 
manifest indications of the decay of age. If 
thereby is meant the decrepitude of St. John, (for it 
cannot be that of the interpolator), this of itself 
would tend to confirm the authenticity of the epistle. 

" The Editor protests against the opinion here advanced 
with regard to the genuineness of the 2d Epistle of St. Peter. 
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For it is by no means admissible, that an imitator 
should have the adroitness or the design of writing as 
St. John would have written when very old. But 
where are there any traces of this senile decay ? It 
is said to be in the repetitions, in the disorder, in the 
uniformity. Certainly the style is somewhat tauto- 
logical, apparently more so here than in the gospel. 
But the tautological form of style is peculiar to St. 
John, and even in the gospel appears always where the 
subject is not narrative, and where the author intro- 
duces his own remarks. See Gosp. i. 1, sqq. 12, 37, 
sqq. The cause of the epistle's being somewhat more 
tautological than the gospel is, that it is throughout 
parainetic and meditative. But parainesis loves re- 
petition ; and the Hebrew form of meditation which 
prevails in the epistle, and by which it differs from 
the more Greek, dialectical, and analytical method of 
the Pauline epistles, is somewhat cychidal. The 
absence of strict order, which is observable in some 
places, is sufficiently justified by the epistolar form in 
which even the youngest authors, whose mental 
powers are unimpaired by age, disengage themselves 
from a strict arrangement of their ideas, and write 
down what comes uppermost. Uniformity, in as far 
as it actually exists, may reasonably be ascribed to 
the shortness of the epistle, to the imity of its 
subject, and to the singleness of the mind from 
which it proceeded. But he who interprets this 
epistle with circumspection, will, not unfrequent- 
ly, where an inaccurate exegesis discovers nothing 
but disorder and monontonous repetition, nay, even 
in expressions most intimately cognate and simi- 
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lar, observe nicely delineated distinctions ; and, in 
tlie apparent repetition and disorder, progress and 
good arrangement. Thus vanish in all directions the 
pretended indications of decrepitude. 

At the destruction of Jerusalem, St. John was in- 
deed of advanced age, at all events old enough to 
render it probable that he might, in this epistle, have 
conmutted those errors of old age with which he lias 
been charged. Let us then suppose that such defects 
are observable in the epistle, still that would not 
compel, nor justify our assuming that the epistle had 
been composed after the destruction of Jerusalem. 
What hinders us firom believing that it may have 
been written shortly before that event ? 

Fourth, and lastly, it is maintained, that if the 
epistle was written subsequent to the destruction of 
Jerusalem, the silence respecting it, specially in ii, 
18, is an inexplicable riddle, and this, too, is an error. 
For it cannot be proved that St John, in the words 
iffy^arri w^a, at all referred to the destruction of Jeru- 
salem. As St. John, in his gospel, takes the coming 
of Christ so much in a spiritual sense, it is much 
more probable that, by lisyarri w^o, he meant the rela- 
tion, in point of time, between the pseudo-apostoli- 
cal Antichrist, then already appearing, and the mani- 
festation of Christ and the perfection of his king- 
dom. But let us even admit that St. John, in re- 
spect of time, considered the £0%ar9} w^a and the de- 
struction of Jerusalem as identical, and that he wrote 
his epistle after the destruction of that city ; what 
justifies the assumption that St. John, in that case, 
must necessarily have explained how and why the 
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destruction of Jerusalem took place, without bringing 
along with it the victory, of Christianity ? St. John 
wrote for Christians of Asia Minor, who, for the most 
part, had previously been heathens : and it cannot 
be proved, that among these the expectation ever was 
prevalent, that the destruction of Jerusalem would 
bring along with it the end of all things, and the per- 
fection of Christ's kingdom. Since, then, the conca- 
tenation of ideas, in the epistle, by no means neces- 
sarily led in that direction, and only the relation, as 
to time, between the anti-christian errors already ap- 
pearing, and the coming of Christ, was to be explain- 
ed, what would have been the object of alluding to, 
and correcting an error, which, probably, no person 
among the readers ever had entertained ? 

Thus Lange's argument appears in every parti- 
cular untenable, and inci^able of rendering doubtftd 
the authenticity of our epistle. 

Of still less importance is the assertion of Cludius : 
'< that both epistle and gospel are spurious, originally 
a forgery by a converted Jew, but subsequently 
recast by a Gnostic ; the epistle, however, less al- 
tered than the gospel."'^ Cludius finds in the re- 
petitions, ii. 12, 13, 14, 15, the principal indica- 
tions of interpolation. It is singular that the inter- 
polator should choose this place, of all others, for 
corrupting with Gnosticism, since he could have found 
others that seemed more convenient. But such is 
the nature of the passage, that an unprejudiced 
interpreter may discover in it rather any thing else 

" Uransichten des Christenthumes^ (t. e. Primitive Views 
of Christianity), p. 52, sq. 
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than the interpolations of a Gnostic. In short, in 
order to find in our ^istle, in its present form, only 
a web^ of which the Voof is Judaic-Christian and 
the warp Gnostic, we must first, along with the 
author of " the Primitive Views of Christianity," 
have determined to consider everything occurring 
in the epistle, respecting the Messialiship of Jesus, 
and respecting the redemption and atonement by 
Christ, as uncanonical and unjohanneic judaical 
Christianity ; bht every thing respecting the divine 
Logos, respecting the yvrntg of God, and the xottmia 
with his light, &c., as Gnostic pseudo-christianity, 
and to reject every passage of either kind. But who 
will do this ? It is manifest that, after the manner 
of Cludius, one might declare almost every book of 
the New Testament spurious, or at least interpolated ; 
nay, being consistent, we would necessarily arrive 
at that conclusion. I confess that I cannot consider 
our epistle as a compound of Judaic-Christianity 
and Gnoticism, (taking that word in its true sense.) 
It carries in its standard opposition to Gnosticism 
and Judaism. 

More important, and more deserving of an accurate 
examination, are Dr. Bretschneider's objections. What 
he has said respecting the validity of the external 
evidence in this inquiry, has been stated above, and 
confuted. And, in as far as he rests his argument 
on the presupposed spuriousness of the gospel, this 
is not the place to confute it. Here is only to be 
considered, that he says : that the logology and an- 
tidoketic tendency of the epistle betrays an author 
of the second century, and that since all the three 
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^istles can only be the work of cme man, the 
superscription of the second and the third epistle, 
(where no reason for oonnt«Meiting an Apostc^cal 
person and authority existed), deariy shews, that 
not the Apostle St. John, but his more modem 
namesake John the Presbjrter, is the author of the 
first epistle too^^ 

The Logos doctrine of the gospel, is indeed, but 
only by way of allusion, repeated in the epistle. In 
general, the christology of the gospel is the ground- 
work of our epistle. Now, if the doctrine of the 
Logos manifested in Christ, demonstrably had first 
arisen in the second century, and its appearance in 
the Apostolical and canonical literature were im- 
possible, then the genuineness of the epistle and the 
gospel would indeed be very questionable. But the 
very reverse can be proved. For it is undeniable 
that the Logos doctrine of St. John, substantially, 
although not fully developed, existed in the Jewish 
theological notions respecting the Son of God ; but 
we find it distincly [expressed, although in different 
words, in the Pauline representation of. Christ's ex- 
alted dignity. CoL i. 15, sqq. (comp. Heb. i. 1, sqq.) 
As to the form and mode of expression, the rudiments 
of it already appear in the preparations to» and 
gradual development of, the theologumenon of St. 
John, in the canonical and apocryphal, specially the 
Chaldaic and Alexandrian literature of the Jews ; 
but at the time of Christ and the Apostles it was, in 
Philo for example, so far developed, that on this 
account it is an anacronism to maintain the apostolic 

^ Probftbilia, p. 166, sqq. 
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character, and the aothentidty of the gospel and 
Epistle of St. John. Moreover, the logology of the 
second century, is in form and kind quite (^Ufl^rent 
from that of St. John. What in St. John is only 
hinted at, appears in the Fathers of tiie second cen- 
tury 88 fully derdoped ; with the first, we find that 
form of the thedogumenon which still is simple, 
popular, nay, Hebraizing, and altogether canontca] ; 
with the latter the developed, complicated and gnosti* 
catty ^niditeform. These k^logies, although essen* 
tially identical^ beer to each other the same relation as 
apostolical text and patristic interpretation. St. John 
wishes by A6yog r3 ^sS sufficiently to express the divine 
essence df Christ, but the patristic logology attempts 
more accurately to detenmne, and to search to the bot- 
tom, tfacrelation between the Johanneic logos and the 
invisible Grod, on the one side, and the world on the 
other. The logologists afnong'the fiidiers, moreover, 
even the eartiest, support their doctrine by an ecde- 
nasticaltraditioii (Paradosis), which accordingly must 
have had its root in doctrines whi<^ were known in 
tl^ first centary.^^ Nay more, they make use of 
St« John's modes of expression. So does Justin, for 
example,^^ and Tatian still more distinctly. But, 
from Theophihis of Antioch downwards, Uiey express- 
ly, mentioning their author by name, connect their' 
elucidations with the canonical foundation in the 
Gospel of St. John.2« Ii^ short, without the prece- 

** Mttnscher's Dogmengeschichte, (History of Dogmas), Vol. 
I. p. 424. 
^ Dial, cum Tryph. p. 332, 74, 68. 
*« See Martin's pragnr. Geschichte des Dogmas, v. d. Gotth, 

c 
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dent and guaranty of a canonical logos doctrine, the 
patristical logology of Justin would be inexplicable. 
Accordingly, on this side too, the authenticity of the 
gospel and epistle remains unassailable.^^ 

That an antidoketic tendency is observable in our 
epistle, is as undeniable as, at the same time that it 
is very slight, and not brought out very conspicuous- 
ly. Thb latter circumstance is of conaderable weight 
against Bretschneider's argument. It is true that the 
more complete development and the name of the 
doketic heresy, belongs to the second century. But 
Dr. Bretschneider's assertion: that doketism first 
arose in the second century, and that in the first no 
vestige of it is to be found is untrue ; and« in this 
particular, he is contradicted by Mosheim, and even 
by the cautious Walch. The last inquiry respecting 
doketism, ^^ shews most truly, that the germs and 
roots of this heresy existed, even before the age of 
Christ, in the Jewish theology and oriental theoso- 
phy of those times. Vestiges are to be found in the 
Epistles of St. Paul, of Jewish theology and oriental 
theosophy having been s^plied to the Christian doc- 
trine even in the Apostolic age, and of its having 
occasioned all manner of errors among the Christians. 
More especially, an early application to the wonder* 
ful history of Jesus Christ, of this proposition of 

Christi (Martini's Pragmatical History of the Dogma of the 
Divinity of Christ), VoL I. p. 68, sqq. 

*^ Confr. Olshausen liber die Echtheit der vier Ev. (On the 
Genuineness of the Four Gospels), p. 306, sqq., and J. G. Crome 
Probabilia haud Probabilia, &c. p. 306, sqq. 

** Comment. Hist Theolog. de Docetis, Scrips. Herm. Aga- 
tho Niemeyerus. Halas, 1823 — 4. 
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idealistic theosophy : ** that all manifestations of the 
divine being, of higher spirits, of angels, &c. in hu- 
man form (Jv 0'a^O are a mere appearance {Uxnstg)^^ 
was so much to be expected, that, indeed, it would be 
very surprising if no such opinion had been started, 
even in the Apostolic age. And, in that case, the 
completely developed doketism, which we find in 
the epistles of Ignatius and Polycarp, would make 
its appearance in the history of the anti-christian 
heresy as it were by a saltus. If Cerinthus, a con- 
temporary of the Apostle St. John, taught respecting 
the person and history of Christ, as by Irenaeus he is 
said to have taught, then doketism, in that simple 
form in which it seems to be attacked in 1 John iv. 
1 — 3 ; ii. 22. 2 John 7, is far from being an ana- 
chronistic phenomenon in the age of St. John, and the 
genuineness of the epistle is also, in this point, proof 
against every attack. 

The objection drawn from the superscription, o Ar^sff- 
^(fn^og, of the second and third epistle is still more 
easily confuted. It is manifest that neither here 
the expression 6 ^geff^unoogy nor in 1 Pet. v. 1, that 
of sufj^'pfffivrB^og can be considered as an apostolic 
official title. St. Peter's exhorting the presbyters of 
the congregation, from motives of modesty, calls 
himself ifv/tA^^i^vnoog,- and with no respect to his age. 
But St. John, as it seems, calls himself cr^gtfjS. on ac- 
count of his age, and in a similar manner St. Paul, 
in the Epistle to Philemon, which is not apostolic- 
official, but a friendly private letter, calls himself 
llavXog cr^eff^vrrig. John the Presbyter, who scarcely 
can have been known by the title of Presbyter alone, 
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without any naflie accompaying it^ sweiy Wovld ih ih.4 
second and third epistle, (where it is admitted he had 
ho motive for forgery or fpr omitting his name), 
when he styled himself Presbyter, also have added 
his nactie, or, if his desigi^ was to deceive, he wmdd 
have preferred to style himself John, without aoy 
further addition. Unless die Presbyter was in the 
habit oi mentioning himself by name, it wodid be 
difficult to conceive how the pseudo^Johannic writ- 
ings so early could be attributed to St* John the 
Evangelist. . At all events, the reticence of the name 
is better suited to the renowned Apostle St. John 
than to his imitator the Presbyter. But that the de- 
ceitful pseudo-John, who in the first ^istle styles 
himself an. Apostle, or at least an eye-witness, and 
apostolic recorder of the life of Jesus, but in the 
gospel decidedly declares himself the Lord's far 
vourite disciple, and in both these woprks carries <^ 
the deception so finely and adroitly, that, the Ahffi 
excepted, the whole ancient church was imposed 
upon, and even the most ingenious critidsm does, 
not entirely succeed in imdeceiving the modem*— 
that such an one, in both the smaller epistles^ which, 
indeed, it is maintained a mere accident has pre- 
served, should so incautiously, and at ihe sametime 
in such a vexatiously ambiguous manner, have be- 
trayed himself, as to render it difficult to hold &st 
the impostor even when caught in the deed-— ^is 
a conjecture so improbable, that even if the authen- 
ticity of the epistle neither were confirmed by the 
consentient testimony of antiquity, nor sufficientiyi 
supported by internal evidence drawn from the epistle 



itedif^^-WMl if it tlun Meted on mere eonjeetdt^-^^U 
the latter eoi^eeture wodd, at all events^ fleem ad* 
miffiifaie w ^refeneliee te the former.^ 

fa short, eren Sretsehneider's eriticiflm is not able 
to rendery in ftay manner doubtftil, tke well esta- 
blidwd authenticity of e«cr epistle. Yet ^e honour 
and respect the unpreja jKeed divine, whose modest 
doubts ever will hav^ the m^^t of baiviBg promoCed 
once more the sc^ntific a{^ireciati<m, and e^tablighed 
certainty rejpeoting the gemiinesi^ss and canonical 
di^itf, cf aaeh a noble )»orti(m of the ipeistolieal 
iitenttorel 

CHAPTER IL 

£ccii£8iASTicAi< annuity knaws XMsthing for eertain 
either as to the time when^ or the plaice idiere> our 
^pMe was written ; it seavcely haaards even a con* 
jecture on this sal^ecL The epistle itself is^ accord- 
ing to the genuine manner of St. Jolm, so silent on 
^koA point, that even madern criticism, penetrating as 
it is in such slallers, has not succeeded in eKeitin^ 
£hom it eoky certain or satisfactory answer^ 
. As to t^e time when the ejMstle was written, this 
wAy seems to be certain^ that it Was subtefueni to 
the writii^of the gospeL The gospd, undoubtedly, 
is referred to, aad it is pfesiqpposedj that it either 
already was in the hands of the readers, or, as others 

^ Ciwne ProbahUU hand Prohabijia* &0b f. 89M340, 366^ 
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conjecture, that it arrived along with the epistle ac* ' 
companjdng it, (1 John i. 1 — 4.)^^ But in general^ 
the more concise and abridged expression of the same . 
author, specially of ideas which are peculiarly his 
own, is the later ; but the more explicit^ the one 
which, as it were, developes and forms the idea, is 
the earlier. And accordingly, the abridged formula 
of our epistle, respecting the Logos, i. 1, 2. 6 Xoyog. 
ri^g ^tanoy and ^ ^can a/oiwo^, jr/^ ^v v^g rhm vrare^a x»t 
l^avs^u^ rifi^f — ^must undoubtedly have .been written 
subsequent to the more explicit and more intelligible 
one of the gospel, i. 1, sqq. Similar is the case with, 
the formula 'Isjtfouv X^tifrhv iv (fa^xi eXriXu^ra^ iv. 2^ 
compared with the gospel, i. 14. And when, in ad- 
dition to this, we consider that the entire epistle is 
founded on such a view of the person, and the life 
of Jesus, as is displayed only in the gospel of St. 
John — that this view is presupposed as known — and 
finally, that the whole epistle is interspersed with* 
reminiscences and allusions to the speeches of Jesus, 
as we find them in the gospel, — ^we will find nothing 
more probable than that the epistle is written sub- 
sequent to the gospel. But when was the gospel 
written, and how long after it the epistle ? 

The period when the gospel was written, accord- 
ing to the averments of tradition and modem criti- 
cism, fluctuates between the sixth and the ninth 
decennium of the first century. A more precise 
determination of the time is, in absence of all certain 

^ The passages 2, 14, 21, 26, to which H&nlein refers in his 
Introduction, Vol. iii. p. 230, are not applicable to the gospel. 
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records and definite indications of the gospel itself, 
impossible.^ ^ 

But let us suppose that the time when the gospel 
was written could be precisely determined ; still 
how are we to know for certain, and from what shall 
we infer, how soon, or how late after the gospel, the 
epistle was written ? On this point, the opinions are 
very much divided. 

Modem authors, who consider it as a dedication 
or an accompanying epistle to the gospel, say that it 
is of the same date as the gospel.^ ^ Others conclude 
from its style, as betraying old age, that St. John 
wrote it when highly advanced in years, and conse- 
quently long after the gospel, which they suppose 
was written when the author still was in the vigour 
of manhood.^^ Others again, from ii. 18, fix upon the 
destruction of Jerusalem, as the point with which 
they connect their inferences ; but while the greatest 
number of these suppose that the epistle is written 
before that event,^^ there still are others, who, found- 
ing their conjecture on the same passage, maintain 
the very reverse.^* 

^^ See the Autlior^s Commentary on tlie Gospel, Vol. i. 
p. 130. 

'* Thus Hug, Storr and Berger. 

^ Ambrosius says, Psalm 36, <' Johannem jam senem 
scribere coepisse £vangelium et Epistolas.** But modem 
authors, such as Lange, Bertholdt and others, assume that 
the epistle only is written in old age, but the gospel in the age 
of manhood. 

** Thus Hammond, Grotius, Calovius, Lange, iMichaelis, 
H&nleiu and others. 

» Thus Baronius, Basnage, Mill, Le Clerc and others. 
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But none of these detenmBatioDS of fte time are 
satisfactory or certain. 

For the opinion of Stonr and otheie, ** that the 
^istle is the second part of ike goapeV cannot -be 
proved. Whether it was, as Hi^ supposes, a dedi- 
catory, or accompanying epistie to the gospel, is at 
all events extremely proUematical. The identity of 
date of these two works, when founded on such an 
hypothesis, is aocordrngly at least very doudbtfol* 

Still more insecure is the determination of time, 
founded on the senUe tone ci the epistle. For it ia 
natural to ask at what period St. John was an old 
man ; or how old he must have been, m order to 
write such a senile letter as it is pretended that it is ? 
The chronology of his life is extremely uncertain. 
But as to the senility of the q)istle's style, as has been 
above observed ; the proof of it becomes difficult, 
nay, impossible, in proportion to the candour and 
accuracy employed in its interpretation. 

The determination of the time hom. ii. 16, is 
equally unsatisfactory and destitute of foundation. 
For it cannot be proved that the ltf%an| «^a of St. 
John has any reference to the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. In as much as the Apostle, ii. 18, sqq^ from the 
appearance of antichristian' heretics generally, infers 
the approach of antichrist, and from thence again the 
near coming of Christ, no reference whatever was 
necessary, either to the imminent, or already effect- 
ed destniction of Jerusalem. But let us admit tli^ 
defenders of the chronological term, in ii. 18, to be 
in the right, and that the epistle, (which is the only 
thing that reasonably can be supposed in this case), 
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was writtea before the destniction of Jen»aiein»^ 
who would veature te determine more precisely how 
kmg hefare St John may have written the qnatle, 
since emen St. Paul speaks of the la$t Unus as being 
near at hand ? confir. 2 Tim. iii. 1 ; 1 Tim. ir. 1. 

Since then, none of these determinatiowB of time 
are ceBtain <Mr sufficiently precise, and since also no 
defimte ehionological indication is observable in the 
^istle» it iseems advisable to take our stand at that 
wfaich is general^ admittcnl and demonstrable, and 
say, that at all events, the epistle is written subse-r 
quest to the goqiel, and that, resembling the latter in 
its apologetical and polemioal allusions, it likewise 
indicates such a state of the Christian doctrine and 
eoHUBunity, that thereby its date is shown to be pos«> 
tenor, even to the last £pistles of St. PauL'<^ If this 
is right, then the ancient church would be justified in 
ckflsing this along with the ooUection of catholic 
^Mstles, whose chronological duuraoter is, that they 
are in point of date posterior to die Epistles of St. 
Paul. 

Secondly. To the question respecting the piatm 
where St. John wrote the epistle, it is still more dif- 
ficult to give a satisfactory answer. 

That the epistle is written at the same |4ace as the 
gospel, is fr conjecture of many ancient and modem 
interpreters, which it is equally difiicult to conftite 
and to justify. But, as to the gospel, the oldest tra*» 
dition avers, tint it is written in Asia Minor, and, 
more particularly, at Ephesus ; another less authen^ 

^ 8ee the Author's Gomxnentary oa the Oo«pel, Vol. I. 
p. 130^ 
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ticated report points out the Isle of Patmos.'? Jf 
the epistle is dedicatory of the gospel, or even its 
second part, then the place where it was written 
must be either Ephesus or Patmos, for it depends on 
whether we adopt the more ancient or the more mo- 
dem tradition, which of these places we will assign to 
it. Bat, if the epistle is of a later date than the gos- 
pel, it may have been written in any other place. 

The decision of this question partly depends on 
the local situation of the first readers. If it origin- 
ally and exclusively was directed to the Ephesian 
congregation, it cannot have been written at Ephesus. 
In this case we would either, with Hug, have to sup- 
pose that it was written in Patmos, or on a mission- 
ary journey, or during a visitation in Asia Minor, un- 
dertaken by the Apostle. There is but little that 
supports the first conjecture. The sojourn of the 
Apostle in Patmos is, at least, uncertain. But, even 
if it were certain, who can prove that the Apostle 
wrote the epistle while in exile in that island ? It is 
natural to suppose that some faint allusion to the 
exile would, in that case, occur in the epistle. But 
where is there even the slighest hint of it ? Hug, in- 
deed, making the second epistle of the same date as 
the first, but, supposing all the three epistles to be 
written in the same place, infers, from the lack of 
writing materials indicated in 2 ^ist. 12, and 
d Epist. 13, that Patmos is the place where all 
the three epistles were composed. But, even if in 2 
Epist 12, instead of oOx Ti^ovXti^rtv dia ;^cc^rou xai 

^ See Author*! .Cemmentary, VoL I. p. 120, sqq. 



IHTRODUCTION. 27 

fuXawg, there had been written, oux riduvii^fip x. r. X., 
and, in 3 Epist. 13, instead of ou ^iXu dsA fisXawi 
Kdi xaXdfLov, the author had put ou dvmfieuj could 
such an inference from such words be justified ? 

Much more probable it is, if the epistle originaUy, 
and exclusively, was destined for Ephesus, that the 
Apostle wrote it somewhere in Asia Minor, (we shall 
not attempt to determine where), while on a mission- 
ary journey, or engaged in an apostolic visitation, 
(confr. Euseb. Churchh. iii. 23.) However, this too 
is a mere hypothesis, for which there is no foundation 
in the epistle itself. 

But if we suppose that the epistle is an apostolic 
circular, destined for St. John's congregation in Asia 
Minor, (for such congregations seem to be alluded to 
in the Apocalypse, chapter ii. and iii.) then Ephesus, 
the ordinary residence of the Apostle in the latter 
years of his life, may very probably be the place 
where the epistle was composed and dispatched. 
This opinion seems to have prevailed among the 
ancients, particularly in the Greek church.'® 

But even that conjecture, which is least improba- 
ble, has no precise historical warrant. And the most 
general, as well as the most indefinite determination : 
*< that the epistle, like the gospel, seems to be written 
in Asia Minor," is, since criticism only seeks cer- 
tainty, the most secure and the least hazardous. 

^ See the hypographes in Codd. c. f. d. m. in MatthSi. 
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CHAPTER III. 

TO WHOM THE EPISTXE WAS WHITTEW AND WHITHEE 

DIlCECTED. 

fs the Latin church, at least since the time of St. 
Augustine, this epistle frequently bears the super-- 
scription " cui PctrthosJ* Not only in the title to 
St. Augustin's Treatises on our Epistles is this super- 
scription to be found, bnt also in the context of an- 
other work of St. Augustin.*^ The Spaniard Ida- 
cius Clarus follows St. Augustin,*® . and Griesbacfa 
states, that the epistle bears this title in several 
Latin MSS. The venerable Beda observes : MuHi 
scriptomm ecdesiasticorum, in quibHs est S. Atha- 
nasius, Alex, preesid ecclesiae, primam Joannis epis- 
tolam, scriptam ad Parthos esse testantur.^^ It is 
nowhere more definitely asserted, that St. Athana- 
sius thus superscribed the epistle. And as for the 
rest, the Greek church is unacquainted with this su- 
perscription. There is only one colophon to the second 
Epistle of St. John in Griesbach's Code 62, which has 
these words : *I«aw» j8. '^r^hg Tldf%tug, but as the error 
is manifest, no inference can be drawn from it. If 



3^ Qu«8t. Evang. II. 39. 

^ In the Treatise '* Contra Verimudum Arianum Diaoo- 
num/* if it only is by him. See Cave Hist. Litt. Tom. I. p. 
280. 

^' Prologus super V II. epp. canon in Cave Hist. Litt. Tom. 
I. p. 614. 
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the tradilion that St. John did preach the gospel to 
the Parthians were any thing more tium a legend of 
modem times, and not clearly arisen ftom the iqpo- 
cryphal supwscription of our epistle, the latter per» 
hi^ ought not unconditionally to be rejected. But 
since, in the most ancient and authentic tradition of 
the church, no mention occurs of the Apostle's hav*- 
ing gone on a mission to the Parthians, and St Je- 
rome's notice too,^'^ which states that St. John preach- 
ed in Judea, is without foundatioB, yet appears to be 
connected with the tradition of St« John's missioB 
to the Parthians : Since, moreoyer, the much more 
ancient tradilion of die Apostle Thomas having con- 
verted the Parthianst unoertain and improbable as 
even that is,^^ contradicts this tradition of St. Joba<—- 
and finally since (if we suppose that St. John did 
convert the Parthians, or taught liiose who were pre- 
viously converted by St. Thomas), he probably would 
not have addressed to them a Greek epistle, but' 
much more probably one in Aramaic,^^ the conclu- 
sion must be, that criticism is fully warranted in re- 
jecting St« Augustin's superscription unccmditionaUy. 
It is not probable that St. Augustin was the first who 

*^ Catidog. Seript. Cap. IX. 

^ Sm on this labject, ** Thilo AbUl ThonHD," p. 87, tqq. 

** Sde Joseph, de B. Jud. Proem. Cap. I. and II. Joseph, 
wrote his History of the Jewish War originaUy in Aramaic, for* 
the Hm /84^«(«f, by which expresrion he, according to chap. ii. 
means Jews in Parthia, Babylonia, Arabia, Sec. Confr. J. A. 
Fabric. BibL Gneca, L. lY. c. 17, § ^, and Haverkamp on the 
above passage. Se also Michaelis, Introd. to the N. T. p. 
1228. 
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committed this error; he must have followed thig 
authority of more ancient authors. But it is a vain 
attempt, as criticism never was 8t. Augustin's^^^^, 
to extricate this father of the church from his error, 
by the absence of the words " ad Parthos^ m some 
MSS. in the superscription to. his treatises (Possidius 
proves that the words are genuine^'*^ and 4is authority 
supersedes that of the said MSS.) ; or by reading in 
the chief passage (" Quaest. Evang. II. 39^), instead 
of " ad Parthos" — " ad Pathmios" as Serrarius does ; 
or still more boldly with Semler,** " adpertius," there 
being no satisfactory ground or warrant for such emen- 
dations; although it ever will appear singular that 
St. Augustin, frequently as he quotes the epistle, in 
no other place gives this superscription to it-^nay, 
and contrary to expectation, in his treatises no where 
by a single syllable explains the unusual superscription. 
The question, what may be the origin of such an 
erroneous superscription, is thus answered by Whis- 
ton ;^7 that the true original superscription of the 
epistle was vohg ^a^Bevov; (i. e. according to Whiston 
" to the virginly, pure, and uncorrupted congrega- 

^ Indicnlosy Opp. S. August. Cap. IX. 

^ See his History of the Christian Doctrine at the begin- 
ning of Baumgarten*s Theological Controversies, Vol. I. p. 78, 
note. In the Prolegg. to the first Epist. of St. John, Semler 
defends the superscription " ad Parthos," inasmuch as it sup- 
ports his view, that the epistle was written to converted, or 
even to unconverted Jews residing beyond the boundaries of 
the Roman empire. See *' Paraphr.** p. 27. 

^^ Commentary on the Three Catholic Epistles of St. John. 
Lond. 1719, p. 6. 
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tions of Asia Minor,) that next, by an ablnreviation, 
it was converted into 'jr^hi vd»%uff' and that thus ul- 
timately arose the Latin superscription ad Partkos. 
The improbability of this conjecture is manifest. 
Hug gives a more satisfactory explanation.^^ At the 
outset, he states, that the second epistle is by the an- 
cients also called Epi^ola ad virginesy v^lg Tu^^ivovi* 
and that even Clemens Alexandr. in his Adumbra- 
dones, makes use of these expressions : " Secunda 
Joannis Bpistolc^ qtue ad yirgines scripta est, sim- 
pUcissima est,^^ Further, that the colophon of the 
second epistle " ir^hg vd^^ovg" occurring in some 
MSS. is manifestly a corruption, probably arising out 
of the abridged ^^hg ^a^^ivour but that this colophon 
of the second episde, in some MSS. appears as a su- 
perscription ; and finally, that this superscription ap- 
pearing unsuitable to the second epistle, which was 
addressed to the JxXsxn) xu^/o, and less so to the first 
epistle, it was put as a colophon to that epistle, and 
that thus arose the Latin superscription ad Parthos. 
Natural as it is, entirely to approve of this explana- 
tion, it is equally difficult to reject Wegscheider's 
more simple conjecture,^^ according to which, the 
epistle being in an ancient MS. superscribed and 
subscribed 'ir^hg roug bioLts^a^eafi^hoMgy which in Latin 
would be " ad sparsos," it is supposed that from 
thence ad Parthos may easily have drawn its origin. 
It is to be regretted that Dr. Wegscheider has not 

^' Introduction to the New Testament, 2d Vol. p. 226^ note, 
« Clem. Alex. Opp. ed. Potter. Fragm. p. 1011. 
^ Wegscheider*s Introduction to the Gospel of St. John, 
p. 37. 



32 IHT&ODTTCTtON; 

given a more precise aceoiuit of this. MS. We s^k- 
it in vain in the collections of various readings made 
since the time of Wetstein. However, our epistle is 
very early, for example, by Dionysius AleiitaBdrinus, 
called sTtsi-t^ii xa%«X/x4, (which, aooofding to CBeu- 
menius^ is equivalent with* f/xuxXixv),) and this d^ 
signation is intimately cognate with the above men- 
tioned superscription, and might easily have ooca*- 
sioned its origin, and thus we see little reasoil' to dilK 
trust Wegscheider's statement.* Hug^^ mentiona 
that in a Latin BiUe of the ekFventh century, yi the 
library of Geneva, there appears before tber first 
Epistle of St. John, the superscription <' cai Spari&9^;^ 
and as there is no extant or probable Greek foun-* 
dation for this singular superscription, it dearly is 
more natural to consider it as a corruption of '* ad 
gparsoiy^ than as Hug has done, suppose it arOB6 
from an inaccurate division of letters, whieh first pre- 

* Here the Traiulator begs leave to observe, that Whiston's 
conjecture, as improved by Hug, seems the most probable, and 
completely satisfactory. Wegschelder quotes only one MS. which 
nobody else has seen, and it seems evident that the words it^ 
r«iv %mfirm^mfuwwu i> a mere gloss, introduced by some t^* 
fleeting transcriber, who was staggered by the «*(« iri^^mttt 
which he thought absurd, and thus led to substitute what to him 
appeared more reasonable. It is extremely probable that this 
gloss was translated ad Sparsos in a few Latin Bibles, and 
hence arose the ad Spartot of the Bible of Geneva, which is 
a mere blunder. — TransL 

^* L. c. Confr. Scholz. Biblisch. Krit. Reise, (Journey for 
Biblical Criticism,) p. 67» where, moreover, is made an obser- 
vation which occurs nowhere else ; " that < ad tpartot,* is to 
be found in a great number of Latin MSS." 
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sented v^ sie&^wg^ and next, a correction having 
been attempted, ^r^ ^^ ^rof ^0u(« And thns the Geneva 
MS. would give a considerable support to Wegschei- 
der*8 conjecture. 

But whatever may be the origin of St Augustin's 
Latin superscription,^* so much is certain, that the 
epistlecannot have been written to Parthian Christians. 
£ven the ingenious manner in which Grotius defends 
and decorates this (pinion, does not render it the 
least more probable. Grotius is of opinion,'' *< that 
the epistle is written to trans-Euphratic converted 
Jews, who were Parthian subjects, and forwarded to 
them by Ephesian merchants. But that the cautious 
Apostle, foreseeing that such a correspondence of 
Ephesian Christians with an hostile country, if dis- 
covered, would be hurtfU to Christians in the Roman 
eiiq)ire in general, omitted the usual beginning and 
conclusion." But is there any good reason to sup- 
pose, that the police regulations against Christians in 
the Roman eae^m were so much after a modem 
&8iuon as Grotius has made them to be ? In the 
times of persecution, the Roman police, no doubt, 
was abundantly cruel against Christians, but, that 
they searched for prohibited correspondence with 
travelling Christians is no where mentioned. The 
dbsence of an ^stolar form, too, would have been a 

^ Latdy Dr. Paulus has, with no great probability, conjeo- 
tiired, that it may have arisen from a misunderstanding of a 
supposed superscription *< ad Paniaa.^* *See Heidelberger Jahr- 
Midier, November 1824, p. I07I. 

" Inthe^'AimotaU. Prol^^om.** 

P 
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very insufficient precaution against such a searching^ 
police. As before is observed, if addressed to Par- 
thian converted Jews, the epistle would originally 
have been written in Aramaic ; and St. John would, 
some where in the epistle, have alluded to the Jewish 
origin of his readers. Now, even Grotius does not 
deny that the epistle is originally written in Greek ; 
and it is manifest that its entire didactic and pole- 
mical manner, presupposes converted heathens. 

Inasmuch as the Latin superscription, << To the 
Parthians," by no means can be defended, but the 
epistle itself furnishes no definite account respecting 
the locality, or the religious and moral character of 
its first readers, — it is natural, that inquisitive rambl- 
ing conjecture has fixed, now upon this now upon 
another congregation, or circles of congregations, to 
which it was supposed that the epistle had been ad- 
dressed. Thus Benson, for example, thinks it was 
written to Christians of Galilee, before the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem ; but Lightfoot supposes that, be- 
ing of the same date as the second and third, (as he 
finds that Caius of the last, must be the Corinthian 
Caius, 1 Cor. i. 14), it is addressed to the congrega- 
tion of Corinth. It is not worth while to confute the 
Bensonian conjectiu*e ; in a similar manner, some one 
might suppose that the second epistle, being perhaps 
of the same date as the first, was addressed to the 
chosen, — and, as it were , the gentlemen's congregatian 
of Jerusalem, — a conjecture which scarcely will meet 
with any man's approbatio n . But Lightfoot's opinion 
may be considered as unfounded, as long as it re- 
mains undemonstrated, nay, indemonstrable, that 
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St. John ever was placed in such relations to the 
Corinthian congregation as our epistle presupposes ; 
and that, in the apostolic age, there existed only one 
Caius, and no more, confr., Acts xx. 4, 19, 29. 

The ^ost advisable course is, to abandon ail such 
conjectures, and far-fetehed localities, and be satisfi- 
ed with what the epistle generally indicates respect- 
ing the character of its original readers. And that 
is very nearly the following : 

From the cautions against idols v. 21, against the 
abuse of the Christian liberty, of v6fMc iii. 3 ; against 
the Doketic denial of the ffd§^ of Christ iv. 2, 3,^^ 
as also from the absence of references, or rather the 
unfrequent and only allusive references to the Old 
Testament; the inference is warranted, that the 

^. The Jews, indeed, were not unacquainted with Doketism ; 
and it is possible that Jewish Theosophs did first apply it to 
Christianity. But the Doketic view of the dnbeal* manifes- 
tations of what is divine in the world, is essentially of an anti- 
Jewish origin, and must, in its progress, ever have become 
more so. Except in Palestine and in Egypt, it is much more 
natural to derive Doketism among the Christians from the 
heathen theosophy. 

* The Translator apprehends, that here the exprosion unreal is amhi- 
gnoos, and perhaps misleading. For what were the Doketists in reali- 
ty ? From the imperfect, and no doubt somewhat oblique view of their 
system which the Fathers have presented to us, what inference must we 
make as to their essential tenets ? Why, nothing more nor less than this, 
that they were Neoplatonic Idealists, i, e. Anti-materialists. That they 
were ultras of that school— that they denied the essmtialitp, scarcely the 
retaU!f, of matter in every instance; and if th^y did admit, as is probable, 
relative degrees, (liigher and lower,) of reality, it would only have been 
consistent in their system to disavow more effectually and etrongly ma- 
teriality, in that which was divine and absolute ; if every bodp was a mere 
appearance, the bodp of Christ was still more so according to their view.. 
The Translator agrees with the Author in considering this system as exo- 
tic in Palettine.^Tr«M{. - * 
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epistle WIS add rcBwd to oongtegations of ooavtirttd 
heathens, who needed to be wannd ngainBt tliose 
heresies into wMch converted hnatheBS wei« tfit to 
fall. Now, as these congrqgationB, (which the whole 
tone of tite epistle, and certain pasBages expressly 
shew,) revered the Apostle as their apostcdic teadMnr, 
admomsher, aad friend ; font Steek rriattoii% aeoord- 
i^g to the aiith^ic history of St. Jcksi, anky exisled 
in and about Ephesus, awl in generai among the 
eetegregations in the southern part of Asia Minor, 
we will be faithest from error by sopposing, that the 
epistle is addressed to <aie or more of these eengre* 
gaJtioRS of Asia Minor. 

The opinion, that the epistle was ^Ncclosiiv^y in- 
tended for die Ephesian coi^|Mgatioa, ^oBie, (aA4 
Hug is one of these,) attempt to render probable, by 
sayiirg, that die ^L&axsdcy the admonishing and warn- 
ing subject of the Apocalyptical Epistle to the £{^e- 
sians, Apocal. ii. 1, seqq«, coeopletety s^grees with the 
Sttt^ject -oi ow e^Mstlei, «nd partiieiikiiy, that the re^ 
peated eaEhortatiNm to io«^ in the bitter, well ag ree i > 
with ifhe mo^ importaaft t^roach of the Apocalyptic 
epistle, << that the congregation had forsaken its first 
love,'' Apocal. ta. 4. This ergwaent might deserve 
aUteMon, were it <edta!bHshed, that tntt epistle were 
of the same date as the ISfustle t/o the Ephesians, of 
t4ie Apocalypse-^if the gencrineness t)f the Apo- 
calypse, as a work of St. JcSib, were oM4«iB'--4aid 
the characfters given to tihie«difl[^renft oongregaetionfi ta 
the Apocalyptical letters in every partioHlar, histori- 
cally accurate told certnn. fiift as this is by no 
means the case, and as to the charaieter given to the 
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etrngv^entioiia^ it being gianted, thai it pai^, aad 
eTcn ID genendy may have an hielerioal baais^ aamdi 
in it, umdoiibledly, mast be aaoribed to the peculiar 
eompoaitioD of tha Apooalypae^^nay, sinee the mean- 
ing of that reproaeh, vhich is said best to agvee with 
our epistle^ is ^iparently doubtful ;** it seems most 
advisable to abandon the ai^ument drawn fixmi it, 
and also the opinion founded on that argument. 
Had the epistle been addressed only to one congre- 
gation, it unquestionably would be much more indi- 
vidual than it is. Not being epistolar in its form, it 
is much more probable that it was an apostolio oirou- 
lar, addressed to several oongregations, which, in 
ethnographical and geographical respects, were con- 
tiguQna«<*«a]l in cammoii stood in the same relation to 
the Apostla.t^^nerally had attained the same degree 
in ChristiaB culture, were, with regard to their Chris* 
tian life, subject to the saaie failings, and threatened 
and assailed by the same pagan heresies. 

If the Catholic epistles received this appellatioa, 
from having a more universal destination than the 
Pauline epistlen, or from their being circular let* 
ters ; the ancient church, in classing this along with 
the Catholic letters, must have considered it as not 
destined for one, but for several congregations. 
These congregations, as we said before, are to be 
sought in Asia Minor. Now, since the number of 
St. John's Apocalyptic congregations, even though 
the number itself belongs to the poetic form of the 
work, seems to he historically true^-psince, likewise, 

» 8eethsIfiterptetsnofliieApoGslypisanApoQ.ii«4. 
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the religious and moral state of the congregations, 
as pourtrayed in the Apocalypse, upon the whole may 
be correctly represented, and since it also very well 
coincides with our epistle, it appears so much the 
less hazardous to assume that these congregations of 
Asia Minor, Apocal. ii. d, were the original readers 
of our epistle. 



CHAPTER IV. 



OF THE epistle's EXTERNAL FOBM, SFECIAIXT WITH 
BEFEBENCE TO THE OOSFEI< OF ST. JOHN. 



The ancient church unanimously considered the 
work before us as an epistle. The Protestant church 
of former times was the more readily satisfied with 
this view, because the absence of an external episto- 
lar form seemed sufficiently compensated by an tit- 
temal. The supposition of certain readers and their 
circumstances — ^the genuine epistolar address, which 
is not unfrequent — and the prevailing use of the 2d 
pers. plur. (confi-. ii. 1, 7, 1^ 14, 18, 28 ; iii. 18, 21 ; 
iv. 1, 7, 11, &c.) — finally, the somewhat lax conca^ 
tenation of ideas, along with that which is allusive and 
iterative in the style — all this seemed abundantly to 
justify the judgment and the tradition of the ancient 
church. 

But since J. D. Michaelis,^^ (who, as &r as I know, 
is^thO) first tht^ itook thi9 view,) ^n aocoimt of tj^ 

^ In has Jntrodiiotiaa to the N. T. VvL ]!.> ItfSOb* 
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absence of an external epistolar form, called thig 
work a treatise, and would tolerate the appellation of 
episde only in as far as '< WolTs Elements of Mathe- 
matics" also might, (on account of a direct address 
to the readers frequently occurring in that book,) be 
called a letter to the Germans — several other authors 
have declared the epistle to be a treatise, and even 
the second part of the gospel. 

Michaelis is easily confuted. He measures the 
Catholic epistles by a Pauline standard ; does not at- 
tend to the peculiar manner of St. John ; and judges 
of the form of the apostolic literature according to 
the form of the modem. The views of Storr and 
Berger are more deserving of attention. The lat- 
ter^7 considers the epistle as the practical part of the 
gospel ; the former,^^ as properly speaking, its po- 
lemical part, in which the application of the histori- 
cal materials of the gospel, for the purpose of demo- 
Ushing heresies, is more precisely indicated.^^ 

It is undeniable, or, at all events, highly probable, 



^7 Berger*s Versuch einer Moralischen Einleitung ins N. T. 
(Essay towards an Ethical Introduction to the N. T.) VoL II. 
p. 118. 

^ Storr Uber den Zweck der evangelischen Geschichte und 
Briefe Johannis. (On the Object of the Evangelical History 
and Epistles of St. John,) p. 383, sqq. 

^ Against this view see Ziegler*s Tract entitled, '' Der 
Erste Brief des Johannis ein Sendschreiben an eine bestimmte 
Oemeinde und Keine Allgemeine Abhandlung oder Buch.'* 
(The First Epistle of St. John, a Missive Letter to a certain 
Congregation, and no general Treatise or Book,) in Henke*s 
llagazine. Vol. V I. Part 2d. 
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that the epistle bean a certain intemal relation to tiie 
gospel, and presupposes the latter as known to the 
readers. But from that does not follow that both 
works were originally connected even in external 
respects. 

Certainly, the epistle contains propositions which 
may be considered as practical consequences and ap- 
plications of the doctrine of Jesus in the gospeL 
But this does not make the epistle the second and 
practical part of the gospel. Thus every epistle of 
St. Paul's might be considered as a second and prac* 
tical part of some gospel or other. 

It is true the epistle discovers its polemical ten* 
dency more distinctly than the gospel ; the polemic 
of the latter is more clearly brought out when com* 
pared with that of the former ; and, moreover^ in the 
beginning the epistle manifestly refers to the gospeL 
But to make it a subsequent part or appendix to the 
gospel, it would need to be dressed in such a form, 
and to indicate more distinctly an external connec- 
tion with the gospel. But if it were the second, the 
more definitively polemical part of the gospel, its 
polemical form must needs appear, even extemaUy, 
and, indeed, in the very beginning: the polemical ap* 
plications of the historical materials in the gospel 
must be frequent and much more distinct. The 
identity of date of both works would also have to be 
demonstrated. The gospel would not be complete 
in itseU^ which, however, it is ; nor could it have its 
object within itself, which yet it has, and which it ex- 
pressly declares, xx. SO, 31. Its defectiveness and 
its mutual inseparability from the gospel, would, of 
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Haelf, be manifest But, so fin* is this from beingthe 
ease, that the epistle, as well as the gospel, has its 
ovn object within itself, and is, like it, an indepen- 
dent whole. 

To the question, why this work has the initmal 
form of an epistle, if it originally was a treatise, or 
even the second part of the gospel ? those who hold 
the former opinion without the latter, answer, that 
the epistle was destined for a more limited drde of 
readers than the gospel, perhaps merely for the 
Apostle's own disciples, but the gospel for a larger 
and less definite circle,^® but that the absence of the 
form and arrangement of a treatise is to be ascribed 
to the author's senile decay. But, it is self-evident 
that this explanation and apology is extremely unsa- 
tis£BM^ory . Equally unsatisfactory is the answer given 
by Storr, and by those who hold the epistle to be the 
second part of the gospel. For, what Storr says: 
^ that the internal epistolar form is to be explained 
from the different plan and different object of the 
historical gospel, from that of the purely didactic and 
applicative epistle, is a circle in demonstration, For, 
even on account of the absence of the epistolar form, 
it is pretended that the epistle is a treatise belongii^ 
to the gospel as its second part ; and, immediately 
after, the existing vestiges of the epistolar form, and 
the internal indications of it, are ascribed to the dif- 
ferent plane and o^'eete of these two works. Storr 
has been still less successful in removing another dif- 
ficolty in whidi his opimon is inveived* If the epbtle 

» EichhoniinhuIiltrodaoCioBtotheN. T« VoL lU f, 307. 
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•originally was a second part of the gospel, whence 
arose in the canon the early and the universal sepa- 
ration of a connected work ; and how did it happen 
that the ancients unanimously called this second part 
of the gospel an epistle 9 To this Storr^^ replies, in 
the following manner : he Jirst points out a - similar 
phenomenon in the work of St. Luke, which, being in 
two originally connected parts, still was early sepa- 
rated in the canon : in the next place, he says, that 
the first part of St. John's polemical work was joined 
•to the gospels on account of its biographical subject 
and secondary object, and also because there, for the 
same reasons, early existed separate copies of the 
gospel: the second part, he says, was embodied in 
•the collection of Catholic epistles, partly from fear 
that it might be lost in separate copies, and partly 
because it was not like a gospel in its form. But 
who should not discover that the comparison with 
the Acts is rather unfavourable to Storr's view than 
otherwise ? The separation in the canon of St. Luke's 
apostolic history from his gospel, is clearly founded 
on this, that the latter was earlier written«than the 
former, and that these two works existed as separate 
works from the very beginning ; and, by this cir- 
cumstance, it is to be explained, as the gospel, from 
.the very beginning, had a more universal object,* and 
possessed a more universal interest, or very soon ac- 
quired it, that the Acts were not equally early used, 
or mentioned in the church. If the gospel and epistle 
-of St- John had originally been one work in two parts, 

'^ In the work above mentioned, p. 401— 40& ■ . 
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and if both had been written and published in an es- 
sentially identical form, and at the same date, some 
vestiges of this Would somehow or other be dis- 
covered in the most ancient MSS. and the earliest 
Fathers who, naming its title, have mentioned the 
epistle, would have communicated some notice re- 
specting it. By adhering to Storr's view, it is, and 
remains inexplicable, that the epistle, from a very 
early period, through the whole of antiquity, was con- 
sidered an epistle, and classed along with the collec- 
tion of Catholic epistles. 

Cognate to that of Storr is the opinion that the 
epistle is indeed an epistle, but, according to Dr. 
Augusti, ^^ a kind of prolegomenon or anakef^iakuo- 
sis of the gospel ; according to Mich. Lilienthal,^* 
even a dedication to all the four gospels ; but, ac» 
cording to Hug, ^^ an accompanying or oonunenda- 
tory epistle to St. John's gospel. 

Augusti's and Hug's opinion only can here be 
taken into consideration. If the references of the 
epistle to the gospel were more frequent and distinct $ 
if what there is of such references could not other* 
wise be satisfactorily explained; if the identity of 
date of the two works, instead of remaining proble- 
matic, were established, one would not withhold assent 
to this opinion, unsupported as it is by ecclesiastical 
tradition. But since the epistle has not the proper 
form of an accompanying letter or epistle dedicatory 
— since even in the beginning an external reference 

« K$th«L Bri«fe (Catlvolio Epistles,) 2d Vol. p. 182, sqq. 

» Select. Hist, et Litt. oont Obs. IV. 

«« Introdntstioa to the N. T., Vok 2d., §62, H4- 
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to the goapel U fw from betog definitelj ex]iresfied«» 
^ince the ref^encee to the goeqpel, wfaioh undouhteid* 
ly is written before the epist)e» may aatisfactorily be 
ex{4amed by t^e identity of anUunr and readem*^ 
since too, the ^atle has its own aim and object 
within itaelf, and, of consequence, probably also its 
peculiar motive-*^ the hypothesis proposed by Au- 
gusti and Hug remains without any cogent gitwnd. 
There is not a single passage in the whole epistle^ 
for the interpretation of which this hypothesis would 
be necessary. I should not wish to oppose to 
this opinion, Berthold's objection : << That if the 
epistle originally wba an accompanying letter or ad- 
ditional inclosure sent along with the gospel, it would 
have found its place immediately after the gospel, 
and not among the epistles." The divisicm and the 
airaagement of the books of the New Testament, was 
in different ages different, and it is weH known that 
the present arrangement of the canonical books is not 
the most ancient The phenomenon in the Cambridge 
MS«, noticed by Hug.^^ proves that in ancient timen 
there also existed MSS. in which the works of St. 
John, the gospel and the epistles, were placed to* 
gether before the Acts, But from that does not 
follow that the ancient authorities oonsidwed th^ 
gospel and epistle of St, John as connected, as Hug 
and some others have done. 

^ In the vol. quoted above, p» 221. 
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CHAPTER V. 

r 

TBS SOSnOT tC»F THX STIBTIA AND ITS IlfTEBtrAL 

FOKH. 

Tub aplioKiiiie tityh of the epistle renders it retj 
diffieiiit to eharaetertBe «Qd arrange its subject. 
Nay, tlie great apparent disorder of ideas, seems to 
render erery arrangement impossible. However, 
the grMter <sute we bestow apon the interpretation 
of the epistle, the more this disorder will vanish, and 
an ibtemai vital 0(»saection and progress of ideas be- 
comes apparent. Bat still, how difficult is it to con- 
ftnie righdy the satgect'and the concatenation of the 
epatle* This epistle speaks the famgnage of feeling ; 
aldi0ugi^ taken as a whole, it h dear, siniple and 
tnaaged, in particidas it does not tinfreqnently de- 
Sfpise 4iCriot preciskm and uneqniwml connection of 
thM^As. But a good arrangement ought to exhibit 
a faithful aftd ^stinct image of the work. For this 
MMl iSt amuM: smnoithe saltuses in the concatenation of 
thM^ta, complete what is defective, strip what is 
igtiniitive, abridge what is expficit, and express what 
B ftinlliy indicated more distinctly and more pre- 
dMiy. B>ut aM this is, even in ^ John's epistle, so 
apt to lead into mistakes — there is so much risk of 
douig «ither too little or too much — that there is no 
epiirtle m the New Testsxtent, whose armngement it 
is laore ^(fifiieuh to exhibit. Arrangements which, 
deceived by the seeming disorder of the epistle, ar- 
bitrarily draw o«t here this thing and there another, 
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joining these together without any connection, destroy 
the beautiful image of the epistle as a whole. On 
the other hand, more accurate constructions easily 
err in this, that they exhibit in the arrangement, or- 
der, precision, and completeness, where these are not 
to be found in the epistle. .In this way an incon- 
gruous imhistorical image is created, and the arrange- 
ment makes a false impression. The more difficult 
it is here to steer the true middle course ; the more 
the indulgence of the readers is claimed for the 
following attempt : in which Knapp's disposition shall 
be our basis.^® 

St. John i. 1 — 4, .having given an assurance, that 
what he (or the Apostles generally) had declared 
respecting the essence and the life of the divine 
Logos, is foimded on an unnerring evidence of sight 
and hearing, and that this declaration has no other 
object than to promote the commimion of Christians 
with the Father and the Son, Jesus Christ, and by 
means of it their beatitude, in i. 5, sqq. he proceeds, 
more properly, to exhort and teach his readers. * In 
the first place, he teaches that God is ught (pure 
and holy), and that he excludes from his presence 
every darkness of sin and error, so that, accordingly^ 
whoever wishes to have communion with God, must 
walk in the light of godly life. That, td have com- 
munion with God and yet walk in darkness, is a 
contradiction in terms and a lie. That only on con- 
dition of sanctification and purity the Christian com^ 
munion with God can subsist, and the Redeemer's 
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Script. V. arg. p. 177} S4<1* 
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power be effectual, i. 5 — 7. But that the redemption 
hj Christ, and its efficience, depends on man's need of 
redemption — on the consciousness and sincere con- 
fession of sin. Accordingly, that He who denies the 
consciousness of sin in himself, abolishes the scheme 
of salvation by Christ, and renders it useless for his 
own person. But when received into the Redeemer's 
communion, every one must think of a continue 
ally progressive sanctificatipn and abstain from sin. 
That only on this condition, the Christian (as long as 
he walks in the fiesh subject to sin) can be sure of 
forgiveness for his sins of fraility, since the world- 
redeeming power of Chnst, as intercessor with God, 
is continual, i. 8. — ii. 2. But that the communion 
with God is productive of a true knowledge and love 
of God, and that its highest perfection consists in 
keeping God's commandments, and walking as Christ 
walked, in the light, confr. i. 7. That this com- 
mandment to walk as Christ, and to keep his com- 
mandments, is the old commandment, the sum of the 
whote Christian life, with which the announcement 
of the gospel to the readers also did commence ; 
but that albeit it is the old and primitive, it still is, 
with reference to human fraility and imperfection, 
ever a new commandment, whose truth and correct- 
ness not only has its ground in Him, t. e. in Christ ; 
but also is more and more established in the readers, 
in as far as the darkness of sin and error vanishes 
also in them, and makes room for the true light. 
Nowj as the principal of Christ's commandments is 
that of brotherly love, and a)s it again is the test of 
Christ's discipleship, that in this respect too is con* 
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irtnad what jast now has been said. For, what tf 
oaiftMdiekion ift tema to pretend to be a Christian 
aad to hale one'a brether ! Only he who loves his 
brother lives in the light $ hatred to on^s brother is 
a work of darkness, ii. fi — 1 L Chapter ii. 12, — sqq. 
Si John, as it seemsi wished to impress on the minds 
of his reiders, that what he had hitherto written to 
thean, and still was writi]^, did take place, and would 
be eflfected, only under the presupposition that they, 
young and old,^ bore witbin them a lively conscious- 
ness of their redemption, and of the atonement by 
Christ aoeompiished for them, v. 12^-«that they had 
recognised the Son «f God, and overcome the Evil 
one (the Prince of this world) ; but, above all, that 
they had gained a true knowledge of the Fadier of 
Jesus Christ, and that they fimdy retained that 
kaowkdge of the truth, and that dominion over the 
worid, which they already had acquired. Even under 
this presuppoidtion, and with particular reference to 
the rising generation of Christians in the congrega- 
tions, he now exhorts them to renounce the wt)rid, 
(which already is conquered by them,) and worldly 
life, inasmuch as love of the world is incompatiUe 
witii love to tbe Fatiier — ^that the former is perishable, 
and brings perdition on those who devote themselves 
to it; bat that the latter promises etamal life, ii. 
15—17. 

That thus to renounce the world, and to walk in 
God's light, is now so much the more necessary, since 
Hie last hour with its judgment is already ap* 
proaefaing. That the indication of tiiis approach is 
the appearance of amti-Christian heresies, and the 
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s^pontioii of aoti-ChriBte bom tbe Chmtiaa com* 
munioii. That he fevs act indeed that his readera 
in this respect are aeeessiUe to seductioii, becauie 
he supposes that they, as Christiaiis, had gmiaed 
knowledge of the truth* and fhrialy retained it Bnt 
thai» even because he has eonfidenoe in them, he 
makes known to them the essence of anti-Christianity, 
which consists in denying that Jesus is Christ That* 
in calling their attention to this, that whoever denies* 
the Son also must deny the Father, he oaty in ge* 
neral wishes to exhort them to perseTcrance in faith, 
which establishes the oHnmunion with the Father 
and the Son, and has the promise of eternal life. 
That, faithfully preserving the unction of the Holy 
Ghost, tbey needed no Airther teaching ; but that 
they would understand to reject the £alse doctrine, 
and in every case to distinguish truth from falsehood. 
Thus they nught ranain firm in the communion 
with the Redeemer, in order to be enabled, on his w^ 
pearance, to stand joyfully before his judgment, ii. 
18^28. 

That whosoever knows that He (God) is righteous, 
he must also, in devoting himself to righteousness, 
be assured that he is the child of God. Now, St. 
Jdm, as in a parenthesis, having shewn how the ca- 
pability of Christians of being God's children is a great 
proof of God's fiitherly love, but that the essential 
qualities of God's children are unknown to the world, 
which is estranged from God; nay, that the full 
glory of the former, as consisting in the contempla- 
tion of, and resemblance to God, cannot now be 
known, but first m the life hereafter, (iii. 1-^2)) from 
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this hope of the children of God, of a future glory, 
he draws a new motire for progressive purification 
and sanctification of the Christian life. He says, 
that every sin (error) must be avoided, it being con- 
trary to the divine order and law. And since Christ 
himself has appeared free from sin, in order to anni- 
hilate sin, that every one who wishes to remain in 
•communion with him, must separate sin from himselfl 
«That here is no middle measure or instalment, but 
either complete purity and righteouffliess, according 
to the prototype given by the Lord, or sinning ac- 
cording to the devil's manner and instigation. But 
since the Son of God has appeared in order to de- 
stroy the devil's dominion on earth, that no man who, 
by Christ, is bom of God, and has received the seed 
of Divine life can sin at all, (confr. i. 6.) That this 
is the difference between being God's and the devil's 
child : That the children of God do what is right 
before God, and specially love the brethren according 
to the primitive commandment of the gospel, en- 
joining to love the brethren. Quite the contrary the 
devil's children : That as Cain, instigated by a de- 
vilish mind, by envy and hatred, slew his more pious . 
brother, (after a manner similar to the present fate of 
the Christians in the world, v. 13,) thus also every 
one who is of the devil hates his brother, and is thus 
far a murderer. But that every murderer deserv^ 
death and has forfeited eternal life. And, on ^e 
contrary, that whoever loves his brother, has thereby 
.already passed over from death to life, and is in 
possession of life eternal, iii. 3 — 15. 

St. John having shortly described the n^tur/^ of 
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Christian brotherly love— that it is like to Chri^s love, 
who sacriBced his own life, and that it mus^ consist 
not in words but in deed and in truth, iii/Io — 18, 
he concludes this part of the epistle with the consol- 
ing and encouraging observation, that whoever is 
conscious of steadfastness in faith, and in the true 
brotherly love, and in this respect is not condemned 
by his own conscience, has nothing to fear before 
the judgment of an onmiscient God, but may rely 
upon God's mercy, and that his prayer will be heard. 
That, accordingly, every thing depends upon remain- 
ing in communion with Christ and keeping his com- 
mandments ; but that the warrant for the conscious- 
ness of communion with the Redeemer, is contained 
in the possession of the Divine Spirit which he im- 
parts tons, iii. 19 — 241 

Out of this, the latter point, arises a new exhorta- 
tion, by no means to believe every spirit ; but con- 
sidering the false phrophesies in the world, to try 
the spirits whether they be of God (confr. ii. 18 — 27.) 
That this is the sure test of the divine and the anti- 
christian spirit, that the former does acknowledge 
the humanity, the true manifestation of the Messiah 
in Christ, the latter doth deny it. That as God and 
the world are ' opposed to each other, and mutually 
exclude each other, the spirit of truth from God, and 
the spirit of error, which is of the world, do the sanie. 
That they, the readers, are of God, and have through 
him overcome the world : and accordingly that it is 
so much the more necessary, and so much the more 
easy to guard ags|lhst ^he spirit of error, and remain 
laithfiii *to the spmt of truth, iv. 1 — 6 
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Now, as the ^irit of truth which is bom of God» 
specially exhibits itself in Christian brotherly lore, 
(oonfr. Gosp. St. John xiii. 35.) St John again passes 
over to exhort his disciples to this love, and forcibly 
to impress on their minds its necessity, its importance, 
and its nature. He says that love is of God, nay, 
that God is love itself, and tiiat love accordingly la 
an essential test of our possessing the true knowledge 
of God and being his children. That the love of 
God to us consists in this, that he sent his only be- 
gotten Son into the world, in order that we, who had 
not loved him before, might through the Son have 
eternal life. That such love demands love in return, 
and a firm fiuth and confession, that Jesus is the Son 
of God. But that the true love of God, in which the 
communion with God consists, must necessarily de- 
monstrate itself, and fully manifest itself in ihe Chris- 
tian brotherly love. That thus the Holy Spirit of 
God, being love itself, shews itself forth in Christians. 
But that where the true love of God and conmiunion 
with him prevails, there the terror for God and his 
judgment vanishes. That perfect love drives terror 
away ; that tormenting fear and blissful love are in- 
compatible. That Christian brotherly love also ne- 
cessarily arises out of the faith in Jesus Christ. For 
that, since the faithful is bom of God, every one of 
such an origin must, just as the child loves its father 
and brothers, love his heavenly father, and his bre- 
threnat the same time. That genuine brotherly love ia 
founded on a genuine love of God, but that the latter 
shews itself in the observance of the divine com- 
mandments, which are to those who, through fiuth vf 
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Jesus the Christy have overcome the world, not 
grievous, iv. 7 — v. 6. 

But that this itdfh is not a fidth destitute of foun* 
dation ; for what the Messiah was to do, that he hftd 
dime ; and as he was to appear, so he did appear. 
That he did come with the water (baptism,) and the 
blood (the atonement). That the Holy Spirit of Grod 
gives the power and the stamp of tmth to these two 
facHeal testimonies. That thus there are three bear- 
ing witness, and that these three testify the same 
thing. And that thb triple testimony for the Son is 
the testimony of God himself. That, accordingly, 
whosoever does not believe the Son, does not either 
believe God, and makes him a liar. Now, the con- 
tents of the above mentioned testimony being, that 
God has given us eternal life in Christ, every one 
who has the Son can obtain his portion of everlasting 
life, V. 6—12. 

Then St. John passes over to the conclusion of the 
qiistie, V. 13 — 21. He says, that the object of the 
epistie is forcibly to impress on the mind of the rea* 
d«^, that only he who sincerely believes in Jesus 
Christ, (and in this faith purifies and sanctifies him- 
self, and consequently loves the brethren,) has ever- 
lasting life, and can be sure of his prayer being heard. 
That, with regard to the common prayer of Chris- 
tians, specially interoessional prayer, this is to be 
observed in praying for sinning brethren to God, 
that although every unrighteousness and sin is against 
God's commandment and law, a distinction is to be 
made betwixt the sin unto death, and the sin not un- 
to death. That the Christian shall pray to God on- 
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ly fot' those who have committed no martal sin^ bat 
(that diyine holiness and justice allows,) not, praying 
ibt' those who have sinned unto death. St. John 
once more having exhibited the contrast betwixt the 
sinful world which is under the devil's dominion,: and 
the children of God, the faithful, who possess the 
knowledge of the true God, who being in ccHnmunion 
with the Father and the Son, keep themselves pisre 
from sin and the world, and thus are sure of everlast- 
ing life : he concludes the epistle with the short ex- 
hortation : " Children, keep yourselves from idols.'** 
. Thus the total impression is not that of a senile 
incoherent writing, although it has been so consider- 
ed by many .^7 The epistle is equally far from mak- 
ing the impression of a polemical writing. It is al- 
together without any polemical form, quite in the 
tone of a calm but forcible admonition and exhorta- 



^ Even Joadi. Oporinus, in his Commentary: ** Prima 
Joannis Epistola nodis liberata,*^ Ooetting. 17^4, 4to. confutes 
the erroneous notion of incoherency in the First Epistle. He 
is fully supported by Heumann in the Hebdomas Joannea 
h. e. Ezplicatio septem locorum primse Joann. Epistols, p. 2. 
(Nova Sylloge, P. II.) The latter has this additional obser- 
vation on the interpretation of the epistle : admixtum autem 
esse summse hujus epistolae dulcedini non nihil amari, negari 
non potest. Ea dico loca, quorum -sensum non statim capimus, 
et quae etiam saepius relecta nostram fugere videntur intelli- 
gentiam. Mine tantae interpretum discordiae. Nos autem 
clavem hanc harum obscuritatum esse putamus, ut observetur^ 
realem magis quam verbalem esse Joannis eloquentiam. Quare, 
earn qui legit, non tarn ad ipsa verba, quam ad scopuiji ejus, 
ad antecedentia et oonsequentia, ad rem ipsam, quae tractatur, 
intentissimam tenere debet mentis suae aciem. 
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tion, more allusive tium explicit, rather calling to re« 
membrance and presupposing, than teaching or ex- 
pkdning any thing new, and, to make use of a modem 
expression, it is, prc^erly speaking, a eorditd letter 
of the sq^ostolic paraciesis. Its grace and cordiality, 
its d^th and simplicity ; in spite of this simplicity, 
so much freshness ; in spite of obscurity in particu* 
lars, so great perspicuity in the whole ; in spite of 
apparent disorder and abruptness, so much of inter- 
nal order and connection ; in spite of explicitness in 
the prevailing ideas, so much of slight allusions and 
touches on truths that have been expressed ; and then, 
above all, this elevated and pitte light and love- 
image of Christianity. All this has, from the earliest 
ages, had such s^ enchanting effect on all nobler 
minds,^^ and made this epistle a favourite book, es- 
pecially of those who more particularly take up 
Christianity as a religion of love, a religion of the 
heart ; and who, however much rejoicing in the light 
and in the knowledge of that which can be known, 
however zealoud for science and intelligible notionsy 
still rather receive the gospel by means of the imme- 
diate feeling,* who seek no light without warmth; 

^ See the Enchomium on the yXnxvmti the SiMviUu of the 
epistle in Carpzov. Epp. Catholic. Septenarius, in the Preface. 

* Immediate feeling y a technical term of German psychology, 
in which three principal or fundamental faculties are establish- 
ed, and, since the time of Kant, ever have been admitted ; these 
are, the cognitive faculty, the feeling, and the will. They are 
often relatively characterized by opposites, as, for example, the 
oogn. £eic. is, along with the will, univertdl; the feeling indivi- 
dual. The ooga. fac and the will are objective, the feeling sub- 
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and wiio endeavour to rewi^ tiio oommunion with 
the Redeemer efieotive in the love to the brethren. 
If 6ttch ChristtanB are to be eafied Mystics^ let them 
be so called. The pure and 'simple Mystique* is as 
eseenttel And legitimiite form of Christianity as the 
Qifistian inteMectuality and Christiam science ; and 
should foe carefully <Ustinguished from that imptire 
spirit of mystieism of ancient and modem times, 
which perverts faith into superstitiim, the chaste word 
and expression of divine things into phantastioal toy, 
and the light and life of the intellect|ial gospel into 
absurdity, stupidity, and darkness ; and which is no 
less repugnant to true Christianity than every other 
confusion of what is divine and human. The elevat- 
ed Christian Mystique this epistle may represent. 
But it shoidd be observed, that it does this no more 
than every one of St. Paul's epistles, and that it con- 
tains more than will satisfy or soothe the mere Mystic. 
But this epistle contradicts on every page the impure 
anti-christian Mysticism, be it gnostical or ascetical, 
and it calls tire same falsehood and darkness. 

jectire. The oogn. fac. and the feeling are reeepHve, the will 
spontaneous. The ooign. fac. is partly mediate, (indirect,) and 
so is the will; the feeling is altogether immediate, 

* Lacke estabhshes mystique in a good sense, and distin- 
guishes it from mysticism, which always is taken in a bad 
sense. The Transl. has, for the abstract noun, adopted the 
French termination in que, as it is still retained in a few Eng- 
lish words, and thus also a distinction from the epithet oiyilic 
is obtained. 
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CHAPTER VI. 
TfflB sfimtlb's motive aitd onmnx 

If the epistle, as some suppose, were the acoom- 
panying or dedicatory epistle, or, as some olhera 
maintain, even the second illustrative or practical 
part of ilie gospel, there could be no doubt as to its 
most immediate motive, or its object. But, since the 
one supposition as weU as the other, is extremely im* 
probable, the inquiry into this particular is rendered 
so much the more difficult, by the epistle's sUence re- 
specting it, conformable as that silence is to its whole 
manner. 

When we consider its encyclical Jbrmy the uni- 
versal character of its exhortations, as also the ab- 
sence of more precise personal or local relations, we 
might be led to believe, that the epistle neither had a 
partictflar external motive, nor any specific obfed 
whatever. But quite a contrary view has become 
prevalent in modem times. The epistle, it is main- 
tained, at all events, had a particular external motive, 
and a corresponding specific object, viz. that of con- 
futing and subduing certain heretics or heresies in 
St. John's congregations. But the q>inions are very 
much divided as to what kind of heretics the epistle 
is particularly directed against.^^ Some say that it 

^ Car. Chr. Flatt Diss, qua varin de Antiohrittis et 
Ptaudo-prophetis in prima Joamufl Epiatola notatis sentontia 
modesto ezamini subjiciuntur. Tub. 1809, 4to. 
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is opposed to Jews and Jewish teacher8.70 Others 
make the epistle opposed to Judaizing Christians, to 
Ebionites, or even to converted Jews, who had be- 
come apostates again.^^ Others again maintain, that 
St. John is combating the Gnostics.?^ Others speak 
more precisely, and say that he here writes against 
the Dohetista of his time.^^ Some say that Cerinthus 
and his seGt,^^ and some, that the disciples of St. 
John the Baptist occasioned this polemical epistle, 
iind were its object.75 And, finally, many are of 



^^ Loeffler Dissert. Joan. Epist. I. Gnosticos imprimis im- 
pugnari ueg. (in Conmi. Theol. Vol. I.) Against this, Wun- 
der Diss. Utnim I. Joan. Ep. coetui e Jiidseis et Judaeo-chxis* 
tianis mixto Scripta sit. Witt. 1799. 

^^ Semler Paraphr. Ep. Joan. p. 28, and on II. 22. Titt- 
mann de Vestig. Gnostic, p. 179.. Schroeckh Churchh. VoL II. 
p. 320. Knapp. Script, v. Argum. p. 157, sqq. confr, TertulL 
de Prsescript. haer. cap. 33. Lange declares in &vour of con. 
verted Jews having become apostates, in his Schriften d. Joh. 
Vol. III. p. 19, sqq., and so does Eichhornin thelntrod. Vol. 
11. p. 291, sqq. 

. 72 Michaelis Introd. to the N. T. VoL II. § 222. Kleuker 
Joh. Petr. und Paul, als Christologen, p. 63, sqq. and on the 
Origin and Object of the Apostolic Epistles, p. 519, sq. 

7s Schol. Matth^ (Epp. Cathol.) on IV. 3, p. 130, and on 
IV. 2, p. 224. cfr. TertulL de came Chr. 24. Vitringa, 
Observatt. Sacrse lib. V. cap. 20. Oporinus Dissert. Joan. 
Parsenesis ad primos Chr. nodis liberata, &c. 1741. J.. G. 
Walch Misc. Sacr. p. 853, sqq. Schmidt's BibL fur Kr. und 
Ex. Vol. I. p. 69, sqq. and Bertholdt and others. 

7^ Particularly Vitringa. 1. c Oporinus. Storr Ueber d. 
Zwedc der ev. Gesch. &;c. p. 43 and 180, sqq. 

7fi Nic. Barkey BibL Hagana Class. 3, Fasc. 3, Class. 4, Ease. 
2. Storr, Keil and others. ' 



^ 
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opinion that the epistle is directed against several 
ebsses of heretios at onoe.^^ 

Now, if the question b put universally : whether 
the polemic against such heretics was the most imme- 
dkUe moUve and principal ol^fed of the epistle : care- 
fully, and without prejudice, considering the whole 
manner and form of this missive letter, we must al- 
together answer that question, so put, in the nega- 
tive. In the contrary case, St. John woiidd not only 
have commenced with the polemic against the here- 
tics, but also continued it in such a manner, that on 
account of the precise description and confutation of 
heresies, which, in this case, would have been indis- 
pensable, the didactic paraenesis would completely 
have receded into the background. But we find 
exactly the contrary, imless we are determined, as 
some have done, to force a polemical colouring and 
tendency upon the most indifferent expressions and 
sentences. 

. First, ailer having spoken of many other subjects — 
of the certainty of the apostolical testimonies con- 
cerning Christ, the Logos of life — of the uncondi- 
tional and undivided communion of Christians with 
the pure divine light — and, first, after having ex- 
horted to progressive sanctification, genuine brother- 
ly love, land renouncing the world, the Apostle, ii. 18, 
sqq., mentions the antichristian heresies of the age, 
and this, indeed, in such a context, as tot make it ap- 
parent that he only occasionally, and in passing, 

^^^ TertoU. de Pnescr. 33. Vitringa, Oporinns, Michadu, 
Storr, Flatt and others. 
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takes notice of these. But^ in ii. 21, ke expfieitly 
assures his readers, that he has not spoken of the 
antichristian heresies, because he already considered 
them as a prey to the seducers, but only in order to 
exhwt them to keep firmly the acknowledged truth 
of the gospel. Nay more, having shortly stated the 
principal error of the heretics, with its necessary con- 
sequences, he cuts short the discussion on that sub- 
ject, with the declaration that, in this respect, he con- 
fidently leaves them to the protecting Spirit of God, 
wherewith they are anointed, which will lead them in- 
to all truth, and that, entertaining this confidence, he 
needs not to instruct them more at length respectii^ 
that matter, ii. 26, 27. It is true that St John re- 
turns to the heretics again, iv. 1, sqq., but, at the 
same time, not for the purpose of confuting them, 
but rather in order to warn his readers against them, 
and to exhort them anew to watchMness in the 
danger ; to try the spirits, and to preserve that iSlial 
rdiation to God which already is acquired ; and, in 
iv. 7, he passes over to a quite different subject* Ih 
v. 6, sqq. too, the polemical tendency against anti- 
christianism is so slight that it scarcely is observable. 
Only, in order to shew that the faith in Jesus the Christ 
which overcomes the world, is not at aU without 
foundation, he draws the attention to the triple testi- 
mony in its favour, and shews how foolish the world 
is in believing the testimony of man, rejecting that of 
God. 

Since then, what is polemical in the epistle is, in 
proportion to the purely paraenetic and didactic, 
nearly as one to five, and the polemic, without any 
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polemical form, accompanies the apostolic paraclesis 
only in a few passages, and indeed with a light step, 
and since St. John also, in the conclusion, expressly 
tells his readers, v. 13, (confr. i. 4,) that he has writ- 
ten to them for no other purpose than strengthening 
them anew in the faith in Jesus the Christ, the 
Apostle has, I think, done every thing possible to 
guard against the opinion : that the mischief d(Hie by 
heretics, and their confutation, was the epistle's 
nearest motive and principal ohfeet 

But, manifest as it is, that not polemics, but rather 
the simple apostolic paraclesis'' is the nearest motive 
and tf^tV^ object of it, we still are far from altogether 
excluding polemics from the occasion and object of 
the epistle. That it has a certain polemical tenden- 
cy, is as undeniable, as that this tendency is very 
subordinate and only indirect^ and subservient to 
another and a higher object. Nor is it at all impro- 
bable that the antichristian heresies in the congrega- 
tions of the Apostle's age, indirectly may have frir- 
nished the occasion for our epistle. But this clearly 
is the simple state of the whole case : that St. John, 
in respect of the pastoral duty resting on him, to ad^^ 
vance, in every possible manner, the readers commit- 
ted to his charge in the knowledge of Jesus's doc- 
trine, and in Christian life, as well as also to preserve 
them against all manner of error — found himself 



^^ Respecting the objectof the q^istle, thia is the concise and 
correct view of Heumann : Parenesin esse ad fideles in com- 
XBuniooe com patre ac prsfertim cam fiHo eonstaater retinen* 
dos tendentem. 
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pressiagly called upon, by the more or less defective 
and vacillating state of his congregations, (they be- 
ing in many ways oppressed by an unchristian world, 
and by the agitation of antichristian heretics, more 
and more troubled and endangered), to address to 
them a circular, and thus also in writing, (as he in all 
likelihood had previously done by word of mouth,) ex- 
hort them to constancy and firmness in faith, draw 
their attention to their chief defects in Chrstianity, but 
specially impress on their minds the commandment 
of sanctification and brotherly-love, and thus to pre- 
serve them from the seductions of Antichrist. Such 
seems to have been the most immediate occasion for 
writing the epistle.'^ It is possible that the gospel 
may owe its origin to a similar motive, and that it, too, 
had a corresponding object, xx. 30, 31, so that St. 
John made the historical instruction of the gospel 
precede, and the epistolar paraclesis follow im- 
mediately after it. 

. Thus the manner and form of the epistle, its catho- 
lical character, and the proportion of what is paraene- 
tical to what is polemical in it, would most simply 
and suitably be explained. 

But now the question arises : To what refers the 
indirect polemical tendency of the epistle ; and of 

78 Lather has expressed himsdf in a similar maimer : Scholia 
et Sermones in primam Joannis Epistolam, &c. ed. Paul. Jacob 
Brans Lubecse, 17979 in the preface p. 3 and 4. Occasio au- 
Cem epistolsB scribenda^ fait haaec, quod tempore S. Joannis 
hfleretici quidam falsa doctrina turbaverant ecclesias, turn sin- 
gukris inter Chiistianos erat pigritia. Joannes' igitur et 
JidacHinu est et adhortatmut. 
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what description were tbl)^^<^tii^riata and seducers 
against whom the apo^tj^'s p^raclesis was directed? 

The source of all-aiitiobnstian disorder is, ac* 
cording to St. John, the world, the xo^/m^. The 
Apostle generally descnlmes antichristianity as the 
denial of the Messiah dignity of Jesus. But by 
xoiffiog^ he means the sun]^ total of all (not from naiure 
or original^ necessary, i>ut ^om moral liberty arisen) 
ungodly habits and modes of thought and mind, 
which are under the sway of the Prince of this world, 
the Devil — which are estranged from that truth and 
life which is of God — and which, of consequence, deny 
the Messiah dignity of Jesus, and the manifestation 
of the Son of God, (iv. 5, and other passages.) Hb- 
torically considered, at the time of St. John this 
xotf/M^, generally speaking, consisted in antichristian 
Judaism and paganism. Since, according to St. John, 
Christianity and the worid (taken in this sense) are 
incompatible, and continue in perpetual enmity to 
each other, so that the victory of the one necessarily 
is the other*s destruction ; according to him, too, the 
chief problem of the Christian life therefore is, by 
faith and love of Christ to overcome the antichristian 
world. But when we now consider, that the more 
the gospel and the community of Christian brethren, 
spread and established themselves in the world, the 
more was the infidel xofffui of Jews and Heathens 
excited to hostility against them, and employed all 
means in its power : violence and stratagem, seduction 
and deception, in order to impede and destroy the 
Christian faith : we can find notlnng more natural 
than that St. John most immediately and particularly 
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directed his paradesit to the chiklreR of God, in 
order to warn them against the worid, and against 
every intermeddlipg with it, that might impede the 
true internal victory over the world, as well as also 
against every half measure and division oC interests 
between God and the world, i. 5, sqq. — ^in order to 
encourage them to fight against' its pleasures and 
arts, its violence and seduction ; and, finally, in order 
to exhort them to firmness and constancy in the 
truth of Christ, confr. iii. 12, iv. 8 — 6, v. 4*«-6, sqq. 
and 19 — 21. Thus it is also explained how the 
apostle, with reference to the heathen TUcfMOj ex* 
pressly warns against idols, v. 21 ; and how again 
many, founding their opinion on v. 6, sqq. ii. 22, 23, 
not without a certain degree of verisimilitude, have 
been led to say, that the epistle is directed against 
infidel Jews. 

But although the exhortation to renounce and fight 
agiunst the antichristian x^im^^ generally speaking, is 
to be considered as the main polemical idea of the 
epistle, still its indirect polemical tendency must not 
be confined to that alone. The history of the age 
of St. John, as well as also explicit passages in the 
epistle, ii. 18, sqq., lead to the conjecture that St. 
John in his epistle alluded to more special antichris- 
tian errors and seductions of that age, which indeed 
w^e to be found within the boundaries of the Chris- 
tian community. 

During a considerable time past, infidel and re- 
fractory Judaism and paganism, had no longer been 
the oidy, or the most dangerous foes of Christiaxiity. 
Already in the age of the Apostle Paul, there had* 



INTRODUCTION. « 65 

withm the boundaries of the Chrirtiiin coiteuittl^, 
from the unavoidable. coDJuaction'and maalgamation 
of what was old and what waa new, of Chriatka and 
not Christian, of par^y Jewish pajtly hfiathea^ of 
religious and philosophioa^ elemantH^ arisen a muoh 
more suspicious and dangerous antichristiaBity, (the 
ps^u^olpgia, paeudade^hia» psmidodidaikaliay the 
pseudi^apostole or p8eudoprophetia«as they were called) 
wluc)i.Paul| this most undaunted- Apostle,. by. all pos- 
sible weans had fought against, but in vaiaattempted 
to extirpate from, the Christian congvegations* In- 
deecithe thus fiur sucoeeded in vanquishing the first ma» 
ni&stipn of the pseudopPop]i«tia-M)f judaizing pseui- 
dology which stioUed for the law of Iktoses-^that. his 
doctrine rei^>ee!tiBg justification by faith, and not by 
the woriks <^ the law : respecting the lib«*ty of God's 
ciuidreB^ &e^ from his time downwards, obtained 
and preserved uoiv^raal authority among Christians. 
However, not only did thejudaizing pseudodidaskaly, 
although deprived of its power, subsist after the Aposi- 
tie's dealh ;. but new, and partly more dangerous lE^pe* 
cies of pseudophrophets continued to arise in the con- 
gregations. Of this description more particularly was 
that pseudology, the origin- and first movements of 
which St. PaiU was acquainted with, which he at- 
tacked, whoae growth and ever more threatening 
danger he foretold, and which he characterised as a 
■^svouivv/JfOg yvmstgy as ^tkoaofia xa/ xgvjg a^arjj xara 

Kai o\j TLttrct, Xg/tfr^v, cfr; 1 Tim. vi. 20, Col. ii. 8, 
18, 19. This theosophical, not to say gnostieal pseu- 
dophrophetia, which derived its origin from the con- 

F 
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Iiised oriental theosophy of the age, (a more or less 
ideali^ic dualism and mysticism,) and in its eelecti- 
cal and partly pantheistical tendency, pretended to 
unite in itself all existing forms of religion,^ and to 
embody and assimilate with itself Christianity as 
well as Judaism — ^was the system, whidi at the time 
when the writings of St John were composed, every- 
where, more and more, but particularly in Asia Minor, 
spread and developed itself, brought confusion into 
the Christian religion, and more and more deprived it 
{(n/Xa/^/uy, Col. ii. 8,) of its peculiar power, p^^i- 
cuity, and essential character. Originally conned 
in itself, and threatening, and seducing only from a 
distance, it now had nestled in the midst of Christen- 
dom, more distinctly imfolded its purposes, gradually 
received a more plausible, seductive, and individual 
form, but particularly, in order more easily to draw 
within its sphere, and more speedily to amalgamate 
with its own theosophical views, refractory Chris- 
tianity, whose very essence resisted it, it had com- 
menced to unrealize the real, the historical and posi- 

* As illustrative of what the author here has said, Apollonius 
of Tyana may be referred to. His doctrine aud opinions are 
preserved in his Life by Philostratus. Apollonius was a Py- 
thagorean, an Eclectic, an Indian theosophist, an admirer of 
all religions and all superstitions, unless Philostratus has 
greatly wronged him. It is commonly believed that he was 
born in the same year as Christ, and as his- life extended to 
the fourth quarter of the first century ; as he travelled much 
and often taught and spoke in public, and certainly made some 
sensation ; it seems highly probable that some of the early 
Christians might have come in contact with him, or his disci- 
ples.--- Tranf/a/. 
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XWe basis of the Christian faith, and to extenuate 
into a mere Uluslon the history and the person of 
Jesus. 

It is a matter of no moment whether, according to 
1 Tim. vi. 20, and Col. ii. 8, we call these heresies 
gnosticism ; or, adopting the language of the Igna- 
tian epistles,^^ the doketism of the apostc^c age. 
But all those, who are acquainted with the age of 
St. John,^® must admit that in it sudi a doketism, 
such a -^udwufMi yvSKfsg really existed. That Cerin- 
thus, a contemporary of St. John, although a converted 
Jew, still was addicted to this gnostical tendency, is 
as certain as that his theosophy was confused and 
incoherent. But for that very reason it entirely 
belongs to St. Jean's age, as a period in which the 
conmiencements of the gnostic systems first shew them* 
selves. Whatever there may be, or not be^ of truth 
in the history^ ^ of the harsh usage with which Ce- 
rinthus met from St. Jc^n in the bath at Ephesus, it at 
all events is not improbable that St. John, in the circle 
of his congregations, really had to contend with such 
and similar heretics and heresies. 

Inasmuch as our epistle belongs to that age, when 
this dc^etic or gnostic •>\*6\Jdof was gradually becom- 
ing more dangerous, and, specially in Asia Minor ,^ 

» Ad Smym. IL 10, cfr. 12, ad TralL 10, cfr. ad Eph. 7, 
ad Magn. 11. • 

^ The period from the death of the Apostle Paul to the dose 
of the first century. 

Bi Irenaeus, III. 3, cfr. Euseb. Churchh. III. 28, cfr. IV. 
14. See also W^^eidex's Introd. to the Oospd. of St. John^ 
p. 51, sqq. 
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spreaid itself move and mwe^ it tkus far may be oo»- 
jectvred that St. Jolm maf kwe notked it. Agaiost 
such a conjecture it is no objection, that this -^^mii^ 
is not directly, and in detnl, eitiier ^peeiilatiTely or 
diflieeticaMy^ confated in the efHsdci In general, the 
written:polemicoftli&Aposde8,forthemestpart, waa 
only indirect, and never 'seseatific and artificial. The 
E7stle to ^ Rd«« is the «»l^o»e wl»* i. ««e 
degree mdces here an excepti(Mi. B«t ordinarily, 
"when the Apostles^ in thieir epistles haye to contend 
ifith adversaries^ what is polemical is saborctinate to 
what is: apologetical, and it is conimed to a simple 
statement of the error wil^ which the truth is cob^ 
trasted in a manner equally plain.^' It as poenble, 
nay. probable, that St. John already had Of^osed 
his gospel as the declaratitm of truth and certainty 
respecting the history of Jesus, to the doketie pseu- 
dology and skepsis ; and that he now, in his epistle, 
referring to it, i. 1, sqq*, made the- praotical and 
pan^etical elendius follow. 

But whether our epistle really is directed against 
the doketists of his age — whetiier only against them, 
and not perh^s also against some other errors of the 
time, are points which the respective passages in the 
epistle itself must decide. 

What he has, in i. 1 — 3, generally ssdd respeetii^ 
the credibility and reality of the history of Jesus, as 
transmitted by himself and other eye-witnesses, is, if 

^^ Ste the Rules which St. Psuil-oominunicates ti^ Timothy 
conoeming true Apostolical polemic, 2 Timoth iit. 14, 23^ 
26. [Here 2 Tim. iii. is a misprint for 2 Tim. iL-^TVofw/.] 
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any thing is, ctireotod mgmagi.ike doketio sfcepgis of 
die trolh of Christ's human manifestation juid hislo* 
ry. Certain passages in .the gospel, such as zix. S5, 
andjsome iithers, seem to ha;ire a similar tendon^. 

In chapter ii. 18-*^ the heretics are, for the first 
time, more -distinctly delineated. But how ? It is 
extremely difficult to detenmine the historical bearing 
of this passage. 

Some have believed .that ^St. John was here speak** 
ing of converted Jiaus^ who had pnifaiidy Tesunmeed 
Chrifitianily^ and^daniediiiat Jeans was the Messiah. 
It is true that, in: iL 19, a secession of the heretics 
from the Chintian community is mentioned. But 
the word e^n^^i'' seems rather to denete an intenud 
than an exteroal act. And wheve is dt Indioated that 
the seceders iiad been Jews be£oTe tiiey beeame 
Christians ? The seoeders .undoubtedly were Chris* 
tians, whose £uth had been .shipwrecked. Certaioily 
tiiey were not, as some suppose, infidel Jews ; how 
could the author, in that case, have said i^X^ov-and 
ftaiuksif^btteav fA^* ifMsv? But if the heretics were nei- 
ther infideUews,. nor eottverfted Jews wihohadpuUicly 
renounced Christianity, but rather, as it seems, anti- 
ohsistians, wdio still externally keptiup their connec- 
ti<m wkh the Ctoktian oomnuinity, *hen it is maai. 
fest that the formula u.i^, o^v., Bts 'I. ovx tonv 6 X. 
necessarily must be taken in a. mare indirect and 
complicated aense. 

Some indeed auppose that St. Johoihere imeantdhe 
Ebionites of his time ; and there is much that appa- 
rently supports this opinion. For although the fun- 
damental error of the Judaeo-Christian '^iudog, most 
immediately had reference to the law, there gradual- 
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ly airose out of it, (perhaps as eariy as the age of SU 
John,) the erroneous notion of the latter Ebionites, 
that Jesus had only been a distinguished prophet and 
restorer of the law. Now, inasmuch as Ebionitism 
reduced the Messiahship of Jesus to a mere Pro{^et- 
ship, and only recognized Christ according to the 
flesh, but not the higher dignity of Jesus> as the Son 
of God in an eminent sense of the word: to St. John, 
who taught the doctrine of the Logos, it might, in- 
deed, appear that the true Messiahship of Jesus was 
really denied by the narrow-minded Judseo-Chris- 
tians. If we farther observe, that monotheism more 
rigid than elevated, and only, strictly antipolytheisli* 
cal, partly was the cause of the lower notions which 
these Judseo- Christians entertained respecting Christ's 
person — that they accordingly being sticklers for the 
absolute monarchy of Jehovah, could not lift their 
minds up to St. John's Son of God, the Logos in Christ 
<— the opinion, that St. John here, by the antithetical 
formula ii. 23, ^a( 6 a^vovfieveg rhv vihv ouds rhv nrar^a 
iysr 6 ofiohyyuv rhv vihv xai rhv vdrs^ eyis, meand the 
Judaeo-Christian -y^/ivdog — ^gains much in point of 
probability. 

Neither is it in itself improbable, that St. John, in 
this case, would at once contend against two distinct 
classes of antichristian errors prevailing in his 
time, t. e. Doketism as in i. 1, sqq., and Ebionitism, 
as in ii. 18, sqq. Ignatius does the same in his Epis- 
tles,^' warning Christians with equal zeal against 

^ Ad Magn. 8, 10. In the latter place, we find these words : 
ArTcp WriP, K^tfrcp ^In^nn tutXttt »mi 'l«if)«<^i/», according to 
which, our passage ii. 22, might well be explained in con- 
formity with this view. 
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Judaism and Doketism, and frequently in the same 
epistles. It is true, that the chief conflict against 
Judaism, particularly in the congregations of Asia. 
Minor, had long ceased. The error, however, sub- 
sisted, although not with such vigour as in the age of 
the Apostle Paul- And if Ignatius found it still 
necessary to contend against judaical errors in his 
congregations, it may be presumed that St. John's 
polemic too, had to fight against this kind of -^tCdoi. 
At the same time, it is extremely surprising that 
St John delineates the Judseo-Christian error, ex- 
actly thus, and in no other manner, and that he does 
not, either here or anywhere else in the epistle, bring 
out more prominently, and confute the main point 
of what subsequently was called Ebionitism : the ^fjv 
Tiara vofiov *IovdaJxh¥OT 'louda/V/toD, as St. Ignatius de- 
scribes it. But zeal for the law was, and continually 
remained, the fimdamental character of the Ebionitic 
heresy, and to that St. Ignatius, in his polemic,* ex- 
clusively confines himself. But St. John not only 
never alludes, as we said before, to this fundamental 
error of the Ebionites, but in some places, as it seems, 
he contends against the diametrically opposite error, 
of Antinomian libertinism, see iii. 4, cfr. v. 17. And 
when we further observe, that St. John could scarcely 
say of the Judaists of his time : xai vvv &yri^i^i(rrot 
ToXXo/ y%ywa€iv ii. 18, (because at the time St. John 
wrote, neither the antichristian Judaeo- Christianity 
first arose, nor did it then first become frequent and 
dangerous: it would seem that we must no more 

* t. e. againBt the Ebionites ; for we have seen above that 
St. Ignatiui also oontended against the Doketists.— 7Van«/. 
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thiiik of connecdiig the Juteo-Cbrbtiaii 4^Sdo^ with 
our passage, or at least that we must ccmsider that 
connection as extremely proMematic, and search 
for s(Mne other explanation. 

It is, as we above observed, not at all in itself 
unreasonable to suppose a raanifbld, or, aocoarding 
to the plan of the Ignatian epistles, at least a double 
polemical tendency in our epistle. But quite an- 
other thing it is to exhibit this multiple or double 
polemical tendency in the epistle, as there actually 
existing. It is true that polemical allusions are here 
found dispersed in several places. But fbom that 
it does not follow that each is a new and particular 
one different from the others. By mutually compare 
ing the polemical passages, and more carefully con* 
sidering the whole mode and manner of the epistle 
in general, we will discover mwe and more dis- 
tinctly, that besides the above**mentioned polemical 
passages of a universal character against the xSofuog^ 
those of a miore special description, sometimes less 
sometimes more definitely, allude to only 4me princi- 
pal kind of antichristian error, in such a manner^ 
that the one passage has reference to the other, smd 
the one illustrates and determines the meaning of the 
other. 

The passage before us, is indeed the first in which 
the antichristians are more specifically characterked. 
But the delineation of this kind of '^sudog in ii. 22, is 
much too general and vague to afford a distinct his- 
torical conception of the antichrists of St. John. 
But by comparing this passage to the other polemi- 
cal allusions of the epistle, (and without here oonsi- 
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dering iii. 4, a paaaage wbichy at the 'first view ani-r 
madYerts upon sometibing quite different), it is ren- 
dered manifest that the error which St. John ii. 22, 
in general, calls the denial of the Messiahship of 
Jesus, and the separation of the Son of God from 
the Father ; aecwding to the indirect detineation of 
chapi i. 1--^^ as well as the mo^ direct and precise 
of iv. l^*-Sy is no other than the doketism of the 
9^9 whiohabolished'and denied the real and human 
manifestation of Christ. 

As to the passage iv. 1, sqq., and its harmony with 
ii. 18, sqq., and more particularly with ii. 22, we have 
the following to observe : 

As, Bccordlug to iv. 2, the Christian UnvfiM ac- 
knowledges *Ii}<roDv X^ffrtv h oct^xi sX9}XuSorflr, so the 
antichristian pseudoprophetia, accordingto iv. 3, con* 
sists innot acknowled^Hg rhv *Irimuv [X^titrhv iv ca^%i 
IXifXu^^ra.] What kind 4>f denial of Christ is here 
indicated? 

FcH* aneweruig this question it k, in theiirst place, 
indifferent whether the words in bradiets, in verse 3^ 
are spurious or not. In every case they^must, even 
if they are spurious, be added irom the :more com- 
plete affimiative formula, in order to render the more 
almdged, and, of itself, unintelligible negative for<- 
nittla eomidete<and intelligible. But hereeverjrthing 
depends on the sense of the words 'I. X. f v <tafKi 

Aocovding to £ichh(Nm, this formula is altogether 
equivalent with the more abridged, or/ 'l^j^dil; fsrnt 
^ X^i^bgj and he thinks it contains no more than this 
proposition : Jedus, who had a frail and perishable 
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human body, is the Messiah. Others maintain that 
€¥ <t<x^xi t^f(^ou expresses no more than s/; xofffM^ 
ef%s0^ai, or simply ^avspw^jjyai, or diro^aX^vat ug rhv 
x6ff/A0)r in this case the formula of St. John would 
express no more than: acknowledging or not ac- 
knowledging that the Messiah has appeared on earth. 
But neither of these explanations, however plau- 
siUe they may appear, and however much a certain 
simplicity may recommend them, will stand the test 
of a more careful examination. With regard to 
£ichhom*s interpretation, we will, in the first place, 
observe, that, in general, it is true, that a formula oc- 
curring only once in a work, must be interpreted' 
conformably with a cognate formula which occurs 
more frequently. But it is equally true, that, unless 
particular circumstances are against it, the more ex- 
plicit formula, more especially if it has a particular 
emphasis or actsent, contains the hermeneutic standard 
for the abridged cognate formula. Now, since the 
formula, iv. 2, 3, not only is the more explicit, but 
also, on account of the words h aa^xl IX9}X., the more 
definite, and the one which has the more emphatic 
accent, it is clear that its synonymity with the more 
frequent, but more abridged 'Itiif. 6 X^.* cannot be in- 
sisted on to that extent, that the former should con- 
tain no more than the latter. In itself it is improba- 
ble that the formula a^y. or/ 'I. oux iffrh 6 Xp. ii. 22, be- 
ing used of heretics whose Christian faith, somehow 
or other, had suffered shipwreck, is to be understood 
only of the infidelity of externally and publicly de- 
clared antichristians. But when Eichhom says, that 
the formula, iv. 2, 3, only more distinctly states why 
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these antichmts had seceded, and denied the Mes- 
siahship of Jesus, viz. because his frail and perish'^ 
able human body had offended them ; then that is 
founded on a double enor. For, in the first place, as 
to the construction of the proposition, if Eichhom 
were in the right, it should not be : o^mX. 'lfi<rov¥ X^ 
h ffaoxi iXfiktj^orotj but rather thus o/mX. 'li^tfoD m 9a^xl 
iXi;XuSora, XPtttrhv, The emphasis would, in that 
case, exclusively fall upon X^/efrov.* But, as it is, it 
entirely fiills on tv (fa^xi iXriXiASrou And, in the. se- 
cond place, it is not right here to take <fSti^ for the 
frail and perishable human body of Christ. As often 
as St. John speaks of the (fa^^ of Jesus, specially in 
contexts like the present, he means by it the human 
personality of Christ in general, and, more particu- 
larly, as the condition of his real manifestation on 
earth. To mention only one passage amongst many, 
we refer to the gospel, i. 14. He who would translate 
the formula 6 Xoyo^ <ra^^ symro thus : *< the XSyog ap- 
peared in the form of frail man," he would not only, 
in general, greatly injure St. John's theological sys- 
tem, but also greatly offend against the context of 
the passage itself.t 

* This the Translator cannot see : The construction being, 
as Eichhom has stated, the main emphasis on the word "X^i^rh, 
which it certainly requires, is quite compatible with the present 
collocation. 

t How? This again the Translator cannot see. It is ad- 
mitted by Dr. Lucke himself, that the gospel may partly have 
been directed against the Doketists. It seems that it was m 
eoncetn* betwixt the apostolical, orthodox, and the heretical, 
doketlst parties, that Christ was the Hiyf indeed ; but as to 
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The other interpretaiioii, acooiduig to wiueh st 
60^X4 e^^<, is considered as equi¥ident to i/g r&» mo^cmv 
s^n^aii or dcs^aXSiyiiai ipws^ot^vou^ is even less sa- 
tisfactory ? For, inaamuch as St. John elsewhere 
makes use of every one of these >m€»des of i^peeoh, 
why does he employ none of them here? Why 
should he, in such an obscure and abstruse manner, 
express what, accordijoig to this interpretation, would 
be the simplest idea imaginable, when he had it in 
his power to express it much more clearly by ordi- 
nary modes of speech ? But, in every case, St. John 
would, if this had been his meaning, not have writ- 
ten : 6/bboX. *l9]<r. X^t^rhv sv (r»|x/ eXfjXu^ora, but rather, 
according to the analogy of i. 2. it ^uri e^vifu^f 



the material manifestation of the Logos, they differed. This 
being insisted on by St. John, and denied by the Doketots. 
Why did they deny it ? because a frail and perishable homan 
body, with all its natural requirements, offended them, as not 
compatible with divinity : and, in addition to this, they wer^ 
antimaterialtsts and idealists. St. John wished to indicate, as 
strongly as possible, how futile he considered that objection^ 
and, as assertorically as he had put Ourts Sv l* a^p tr^is rev 
Si«v, T. 2, as strongly does he now put • Xiyn nt^^ iyinro. 
Surely he here puts fetfi in its most material and perishable 
sense; for, in that sense, it has- the greatest antidoketic force; 
nay, 'he leaves no doubt about the sense in which he takes it, 
for lie adds, »tii IrxifMwtv it ri/u%. The* remainder of ▼. 14 cer- 
tainly does not most immediately refer to the ^it^l, font to 'the 
A^«r w^0$ Tw Btiv, for €t. John liere more strongly enforces the 
seeming paradox or mystery of the only begotten Logos, -Atll of 
grace and truth, (being identical- with the xiyrs ir^h t»v Bth) 
Hating become g^l. The lower the sense we here assign to 
vit^, the greater-antiihetie'force it has. 



J 
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and of the Gosp. i. 14, o Xo^og ifStj^ iymrt^ thus : 

Now, if it is admitted — ^and it is undeniaMe— ^that 
iv 4aB^M4 fXiiX., indicates a main peintin the Christian 
and antiehristian confession of faith ; and that' this 
formula is to be interjn'eted according to the analogy 
of Gosp. i. 14 ; the sense of the passage can be no 
other than this : Every one who confesses that Jesus 
Christ, (of which w<m^ the historical sense is the ma^ 
n^lfsUd Messiak) has appewed amongst us in the 
flesh, t. tf. in a truly human personality ; as • a- real 
man; o^o^^ y%v6fM90i) — is of God; whosoever does 
not confess this, but denies it, is not of God, and an 
antichrist. If this is the sense- of the formula, the 
abridgment of the negative which we find in Xhe 
vairia lectio^, is partly esf^ined by this, that Jssus, 
as a noun proper of Christ's human person, emphati* 
cally understood, even contains in itself the iv aa^ni 
iXtiX, And, on the other hand, this abridgment dis- 
tinctly indicates that in the aflHrmative formula, the 
main accent rests on the ^v coboxl IXnXu^oVa.* 

An attentive consideration and comparison of 
Gosp. St John i. 14—18; vi. 31—38, 51. Heb. ii. 
9 — 18, will distinctly shew, that in the Christian's 
confession of Christ, if ^a^x/ JXijXu^., is contained an 
essential point, which considerably affects the basis 
of the Christian faith, and which was entirely recog- 
nized as such by the Apostles : and the same pas- 
sages also shew what that point is. For if Christ has 

* The Translator should have thought the rererse a justifl* 
able inference. 
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not truly been a man, and our brother, the Messiah 
remains a mere toy of the imagination, and a phan- 
tom ; thus the redemption by him is only ideal and 
imaginary ; it has no reality or existence within the 
sphere of humanity, and man camiot appropriate it to 
himself as his own. It therefore clearly follows, that 
whosoever denies the » tfa^x/ JX9}X. of Christ, is an 
antichrist ; he abolishes the essence of the Christian 
faith, and annihilates it. When, however, this error 
presupposes a certain external recognition of Christ, 
it is clear that we exactly have the case of the doke- 
tic pseudologists of the age of St. John, and that 
these, of all the pseudoprophets of that age, are here 
particularly alluded to by the Apostle. 

The Ignatian epistles are not at all so remote from 
the age of St. John, that they may not, by their affi- 
nity to our epistle in several passages, afford valuable 
philological and historical illustrations towards its 
explanation. 

It is manifest and universally acknowledged, that St 
Ignatius contends against the Doketists of his time. 
Thus, in warning against the heretics, he says in the 
epistle to the Sm3nm8Ban8, chap. ii. %ai akii^Z^ hra^tv 
(o %{f^tog — ^whom before in chap^ i. he has mentioned 
as yiyivfifjifivoy aXri^ug ex 'ffoo^mu) ug xai akvl^ug dvftfri}- 
St9 laur^, w^ u<f7Ct» &Ti<froi rtvtg Xiyovffiy rh A.OK£f N 
aMv mmv^hwy &c. Chap. iii. he observes: *Ey6t 
y&^ xai (Mr& t%¥ am^aoty ev tfa^x/ (Ivra) fJdet" and 
then he relates how Christ, after his resurrection, said 
to Peter and his companions, XdcjSsrs, •4/9}Xaf ^(rarc /as, 
(1 John i. 1,) xaJ 7dsrg or/ oux slfiJ da/fUviOt atfw/Aarov, 
— and then he mentions how he did eat with his dis- 
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ciples 6t^g tfa^xixhi^ 8cc, In the conclusion of chap, 
iv., this martyr says of himself, that he suffers all 
things willingly for Christ's sake, aurou /m i9domfiou9* 
ro( roZ riXskv di^^Otf^ou yivo/ihou^ S9 ring ayvoovvn; 
a^vouyra/, &c. It is not at all doubtful, that by these 
deniers, he means the doketists. Still more precise- 
ly, and almost after the manner of St. John, he al- 
ludes to them in chapter v. exclaiming : r/ yd^ fis 
o^iXETrtif £/ ifM hrounTf rhv Si x{i^t6¥ fix fikM^fifi^tty fiii 
ofMlkoym aMv <ra^xof o^ov. In the Epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, chap, vii., he calls Christ the true Physician for 
body and soul, /svnjr^v xai aygvvfirov fv <rci^x/ ymfMvovj 
(which last expression quite corresponds with St. 
John's iv tfo^xi fXfjXu^^ra.) Equally antidoketic is 
a passage, almost resembling an orthodox creed, 
in the Epistle to the Trallians, chap, ix., where 
it is said of Christ, that he is dbXii^JD^ (and in a simi- 
lar passage in the Epistle to the Magnesians, chap, 
xi. he adds to that j3f]3a/a;(,) bom, persecuted, cruci- 
fied, dead, &c. 

The resemblance between these passages and the 
polemical allusions in 1 John i. 1 — d» iv. 1, sqq., is so 
manifest, that it must be admitted, that the more dis- 
tinct and definite polemic of St. Ignatius, in a consi- 
derable degree confirms the supposed antidoketic 
tendency in the Epistle of St. John. 

Now, if it is required that we should demonstrate 
also in ii. 22, 23^ that antidoketism which is manifest 
in i. 1 — 3, and iv. 1— d» then that no doubt is very 
difficult, but by no means impossible. 

If we compare the formula ii. 22, 6 agvou/Aiyo;, Srt 
'Intovg oux lartv XPi<rrogy with the abridged formula of 
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^oketism iv. 3* ^v ^». 6 /iri b/MikvyiTrh 'Ifj^'ouv, ftc^^ 
find this latter again with tEe more -complete ai\ti« 
doketic formula iv. 2; and i£ we. bear itij mind that 
doketism, even by den^^g i the true humaiUty of 
Christy annihilated the complete resQ MeAsis^hship of 
Jesus : we only need to understand the indefinite 
apvoufievo^ ii. 22, in a doketic sense, a& Ignatius has 
done in the Epist* to* the Smymeeansv. (v^ in prine,) 
and the harmony betwixt the two principal- polemi- 
cal passages of our epistle,' ii. 22, andiv. 3, will be mani- 
fest. More difficult it is to demonstrate the anti- 
doketic force of ii. 23. Howevery thi$' difficulty too^ 
vanishes, when the following isobsewedandduly con- 
sidered. In the^first place, we must not forget,^ that 
the expression vlbg rS ^sS in St. John, a& well aa in. St. 
Paul, and elsewhere in the<New Testament, doeS'Uot 
merely denote the Aoyog in the most restrieted sense, 
but the Messiahnic person and manifestation of the 
Lord altogether, and clearly is equivalent to 6 \6yog 
eao^ ysvojiiivog, Gosp. i. 14. Now, if such is the case, 
the identification of the formula ii.- 23 : irdtg 6 d^vovfAi- 
vog Hv.u/hv^ and 6 6/io\<yyuv*rh}i vthv, with the more com- 
plete formula, iv. 2, 3. *0/u«X. and firi ofioX, 'ifitsovv 
Xoksvhv iv aa^xi iXnktJ^ora, is not at all difficult. But 
when,t» the second place, St. John says, that whosoever 
does not acknowledge the Son (in the sense here in- 
dicated) hais hot the Father, and the converse ; or, 
in others words, that the acknowledgment of the Son 
essentially conditions the genuine acknowledgment 
of the Father ; is it not likely that these words indi- 
cate as much as this : that the doketists, even be- 
cause they boasted of a purer, a more speculative 
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knowledge of the divine being, and would not, other- 
wise than in mere appearance, amalgamate and miite 
the divine, in its manifestation, with the tfa^^ of the 
impure — denied and annihilated the real humanity 
and manifestation of their ideal Messiah ? This is 
rendered very probable by considering the theosophy 
of the latter Gnostics and Doketists ; if we admit 
that from them, in spite of all differences, an infe- 
rence may be made to the Doketists of St. John, from 
whom they derived their origin. One passage, 
which, indeed, is to be found in the interpolated Ig- 
natian epistles, seems, in some degree, to justify this 
opinion. We find, in the epistle to the Trallians, 
chap, vi., where the author undoubtedly is speaking of 
the Doketists : Th¥ fisv ydL^ X^t^hv &kKorpou(fi roD irot- 

One passage (iiL 4,) is still remaining, in which, 
likewise, a special polemical point seems to be con- 
tained. But what is that point ? 

The error to which St John here alludes, clearly 
refers to the vo/cto;, the revealed law of God. K we 
are not mistaken, the error consisted in this, that 
some, perhaps ultra-Pauline Christians, so grossly 
misinterpreted St. Paul's doctrine concerning the law, 
that they, being impure of heart and destitute of an 
internal i^iritual discipline, perverted the Christian 
liberty into an antichristian libertinism, confounded 
ethical distinctions t6l d/af s^ovro, and decided what 
was sin or not, what was permitted or not permitted, 
not according to the positive revealed law of God, 
but rather according to an inde6nite Christian feel- 
ing and their own pleasure. Thus, the notion of 

a 
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afia^ria became a mere plaything, and sin lost its 
point, its immediate reference to the divine penal 
law. It is, of itself, manifest, that such a confusion 
was opposed to the judicial earnestness (x^tfftg\ the 
moral chasity of the gospel, and the essential object 
of the redemption by Christ, and that it most wicked- 
ly confounded and mingled together again, what 
Christianity, according to St. John, had so distinct- 
ly separated, viz. light and darkness, God mid the 
world. 

To guard against this antichristian error seems to 
be one of the main problems of our epistle. St. John 
repeatedly returns to it, warning his readers against 
it, and exhorting them to the contrary, t. e. to the 
moral x^/V/g betwixt light and darkness, God and the 
world, Christ and the devil, i. 5, sqq., ii. 15, iii. 5, 
sqq. The Catholic epistles in general/ particularly 
contend against this abuse of the Christian liberty, 
cfr. 2 Pet. ii. 1, sqq., 19, sqq., Jud. iv. 8, 12, sqq. 

It is certain that this error was more prevailing 
among converted heathens than among converted 
Jews. It dearly belongs to the antijudaic heresies, 
and is one of the overstrainings of St. Paul's princi- 
ples, which arose in the age of the Catholic epistles. 
Now, if we propose the question, whether this error 
was, in the congregation of St. John, connected with 
doketism, or existed as different and isolated from it, 
the reply will be very difficult, and a complete decision 
of this matter almost impossible, because the polemi- 
cal bearing of the passage iii. 4, however special it 
may be, is much too indefinite and iiicompletely 
brought out. 
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In itself, it is not improbable that this error may, 
specially in congregations founded by St. Paul, which 
was the case with those of St. John, have existed as 
isolated, as it also, indeed very indistinctly, but at 
the same time forcibly pourtrayed, seems to occur as 
isolated, in the 2d Epistle of St. Peter, and in the 
Epistle of St. Jude. Neither does St. John direcUy 
indicate any connection betwixt doketism, which he 
contends against, and this antinomian indifferentism. 
Moreover, in the general case, speculative doketism 
leaned rather to strictness in ethics, and to Enkratia, 
indifferentism and libertinism. The more finished 
systems of the later Gnostics commonly include rigid 
ethics and ascetics, but which, being in no relation to 
the positive moral law, and destitute of moral liberty, 
are purely physical. On the other hand, we find 
among the later doketists, a great number of those, 
who from doketic principles in ethics, were addicted 
to the most unbridled antinomianism and anomism. 
We will only mention Karpokrates and his sect. 
Far be it from us, from these latter, to make any 
bold inference as to the doketists of the time of St. 
John. But since doketism, although some Jewish 
theosophists were addicted to it, in its nature was 
rather anti-judaic than judaical®* — since it was essen- 
tially opposed to the realistic character of Judaism, 
and altogether had an antipositive tendency : it may 

^ The history of Gnosticism in the second century teaches 
this most explicitly. The later Gnostic systems are all anti- 
nomian; nay, those who formerly had not been hostile to 
Judaism, became the more antijudaic and antinomian, the 
further they advanced in doketism. We need only mention 
the Basilidians. 
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easily, on account of such qualities, early have 
leagued itself with ultra-Pauline antinomianism of the 
age, which recognized afAa^ria in deed, but not as 
avo/Mta, Among those Gnosdcs, who were not Chris- 
tiansy the idealistic theosopMsts of the earlier ages, 
the Simomans for example, there existed, according to 
Clem. Alex., a party called Entychites, who, while the 
others were strict ascetics, livedTa^vo/to)^ or aBtafo^oag. 
Nay, Irenaeus maintains this of the native sect of the 
Simonians.^^ If the interpolated Ignatian epistles 
could at all be relied upon as a source for the here- 
siology of the age of St. John, we might, from the 
Epistle to the Trallians, [chap, vi.] infer, that as there 
doketism and antinomianism appear united, thus also, 
in the congregations of St. John, th^ doketism of 
heretical teachers may have been associated with 
antinomian opinions. For the following passage 
which we find there, undoubtedly refers to the do- 
ketists : %a} oh vo/tiov <f\i<frri<fovatVy aXX* ha ayofiiav Tutrwy" 
ysiXum, which in the context can have no other 
meaning than this : They do not establish the (Mo- 
saic) law, (they reject it not in the same sense as 
St. Paul rejected it,) but in order to preach lawless- 
ness.*® 

But, be this as it may, the antinomian error to 
which our passage refers, may have been directly 
connected with doketism or not, thus much is cer- 

^ Neander^s genet Entw. der vomekmsten Onost. Syflteme, 
(Genetic Sketch of the Principal Gnostic Systems,) p. 350. 

^ Schmidt's BibL ftir Kritik und Ezegese, VoL I. p. 477» 
sqq. 
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tain, that St. John does not separate these two 
heresies from each other ; and the heresy against 
which he in the epistle indirectly contends, cer- 
tainly rather appears to be a connected whole, in 
which the most essential and principal point was the 
doketism of the age. 

If we consider this as the result of the preceding 
remarks, it spontaneously appears, how we ar^ to 
judge of the different opinions here mentioned re- 
specting the epistle's polemical object. From the- 
preceding observations, it is manifest that the epistle 
is not immediately directed against any of the here- 
sies or heretics here alluded to. It is likewise already 
shewn, that neither infidel Jews, nor heretical Judseo- 
Christians can hsLve been the object of the polemic of 
the epistle, which indeed is special, yet at all events 
indirect. Whether St. John wrote against Cerin- 
thus and his sect, is at least problematical. The 
personal character of the heretics is not at all de- 
lineated. But if directed against an individual, such 
as Cerinthus, the polemical allusions of the epistle 
would have been more personal ; neither would St. 
John, in that case, probably have spoken of avrl- 
y^iiST^i ncokyjuiy ii. 18, and iv. 1, of ^oXaoi "^sxtho^^o^rau 
Inasmuch as Cerinthus and the Cerinthians leaned to 
Judaism, some allusion to the Cerinthian Judaism 
surely would have occurred, had the epistle been 
written against them. Those who say that St. John 
contended against the Gnostics of his age, do not 
essentially differ from our opinion ; but the Gnostics 
of the age of St. John must by no means be con- 
founded with the later Gnostics. St. John could 
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warn his readers against the commencemenis of the 
gnosticism of the second century. It is also erroneous, 
although this has been done by Michaelis and some 
others, to consider as antignostical, the frequently 
occurring phrase yiyiutsxnv rhv ^g^y, or the proposition, 
God is the light, and others of the same description. 
The one as well as the other peculiarly belongs to 
St. John's views, and must not be ascribed either to 
antignostic polemic, or even to accommodation. The 
opinion that St. John may have written against the 
disciples of St. John the Baptist, who were his 
contemporaries, I am inclined to consider as the 
most improbable of all. Storr, who has with the 
greatest acuteness defended this opinion,^? supposes 
that the gospel too is directed against the disciples of 
St. John the Baptist, but as little as such polemieal 
tendency can be shown in the gospel, ^^ as little 
and still less can it be exhibited in the epistle. 
We know nothing further of the disciples of St. John 
the Baptist, in the apostolic age, than that as yet 
they did not recognize Jesus as the Messiah, and 
that they adhered to St. John and his baptism. 
Those whom we find at Ephesus after the death of 
the Baptist, ApoUos of Alexandria, whom Aquilas 
and Priscilla converted. Acts xviii. 24, sqq., and the 
rmg fLa^rirai, who received baptism from St. Paul, 
Acts xix. 1, sqq., seem to have been very docile, and 
far from presuming that St. John the Baptist was the 

^ Uber den Zweck der EvangeL Geschichte und der Br. 
Joh., &C., p. 223, sqq. 387, sqq. 

^ See the Author^s Commentary on the Gospel, vol. I. p«. 
231, sqq. 
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Messiah. It is an unfounded conjecture, that after 
the conversion of these few, there continued to reside 
in and about Ephesus, disciples of St. John the Bap^ 
tist, who occasioned St. John the Evangelist to write 
against them. We have no satisfactory reason, to 
consider the Baptists of Justin^^ and the Hemero- 
baptists of Hegesippus,^® and Epiphanius,^' as dis- 
ciples of St. John the Baptist. At the same time, it 
is possible — it is even not improbable — ^that among the 
Jews, (particularly in Palestine,) there may have 
been disciples of St. John the Baptist, who continued 
unwilling to receive Christianity. But it* is not likely 
that St. John would write to congregations in Asia 
Minor against disciples of John the Baptist residing 
in Palestine. In the Recogn. of Clem., such disciples 
of John the Baptist are twice mentioned^'^ as a Jew- 
ish sect, who considered their master as the Messiah, 
and made this their defence against Simon the Ca- 
naanite, that Jesus himself had said, that there was 
none greater than he bom of woman, Matth. xi. 11. 
But to what age belong these disciples of the Bap- 
tist ? But let us grant that they even belonged to 
the age of St. John the Evangelist, still it cannot be 
proved that they existed in his congregations, and in 
such numbers, that he should find it necessary to 
write a polemical epistle against them. Neither can 
Storr's opinion gain any support from the passage in 
the Homilies of Clemens, ii. 23. But, least of all can 
it be allowed to draw any conclusions rejecting the 

^ Dial c Tryph. Jud. § 83. 

» Euseb. Churchh. 4, 22. ^* Heres. 17. 

^ Lib. 1, chap. 64 and 60. 
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idigioas views of the discipies of the Baptist, from the 
Gnostic philosophy of the Litter Zabians, whose con- 
nection with the Jewish disciples of John the Bap- 
tist, of the i4>ostoIic age, at least was very slight ; and 
interpretations of the polemical, even the antidoketic 
passages in the Epistle of St. John, founded on such 
premises, are quite inadmissible. What Storr in this 
manner propounds as the doctrine of the followers of 
the Baptist — against whom, besides the Cerinthians, 
he holds that both gospel and epistle were written — 
as: that they were hostile to the Christians — that 
they considiered the Baptist as the true light — ^that 
they denied the Messiahship of Jesus — ^believed only 
the testimony of John the Baptist ; but not the di- 
vine testimony in the baptism of Jesus — ^that they 
denied the Logos in Christ, and considered Jesus on- 
ly as a great teacher, but still as one later in time 
and inferior to the Baptist, &c. ; and then what he 
says of the polemical tendency of the epistle against 
all this in chap. i. 1, sqq. in v. 5, sqq. in v. 9, as well 
as in the repeated exhortations to brotherly love — 
all this is in historical respects, as much the product of 
an acute^ no doubt, but, at the same time, utterly un- 
founded conjecture, as in exegetical respects, it only 
can be justified by the most arbitrary interpretations. 
Chap. i. 1, sqq. is much more naturally, and with less 
constraint, referred to doketism. Chap. v. 5, sqq. 
and V. 9, is far more apologetical than polemical,, and 
what there is polemical in it, is much more naturally 
referred to the infidel x6<ffiog in general, than to par- 
ticular heretics ; least of all can here be shewn a po- 
lemical proposition against the disciples of St John 
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the Baptist. Finally, the exhortations to brotheriy 
love must be considered as a pure didactic paraclesis, 
and it cannot at all be admitted, that therein is the 
slightest hint concerning the enmity of the Baptist's 
disciples to the Christians, since between these there 
existed no brotherly, not so much as a national rela- 
tion, the former being Jews, and the latter for the 
most part converted heathens. 

If the epistle were levelled against the disciples of 
the Baptist, and even directly against them, although 
not against them alone, it was to be expected that 
the insufficience of John's baptism, and the exclusive 
validity of the Christian baptism, had been brought 
out, and Ukewise, that some allusion had been made 
to the Baptist's person and his relation to Christ. 
To consider the vhut^ in v. 6, 7, 8, as relative to this, 
is not advisable ; such an allusion would be too in- 
distinct. And, finally, we might have expected that 
the Judaism of the disciples of the Baptist, being an 
essential trait in their character, had been exposed 
and attacked. 

The conAitation of what there seems to be false in 
the opinion, that St. John may have contended 
against several classes of heretics at once, is con- 
tdned in the preceding observations. Here, how- 
ever, we may remark, that if we did admit the possi- 
bility of a double polemical t^idency in the epistle, 
viz. against the Doketists, and against the Ultra-Pau- 
line antinomianism or anomism, we still declared the 
latter tendency, as separate from the antidoketic, to 
he very problematic, and in every case subordinate. 
What St. John says against the latter error, seems 
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also to be lost in the general and direct polemic of 
the epistle against the xogfioi and half measures in 
Christianity. But the expressions avri^igrot croXXo/, 
ii. 18, and toX>.o/ •\}/£udo9r^o^^ra/, iv. 1, must by no 
means be employed in support of the opinion of a 
multiple polemical tendency in the epistle. For, in 
neither place does croXXo/ denote a variety of heretics 
or antichrists, but only and simply their numerical 
multitude. 



INTERPRETATION 
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FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. JOHN. 



SECTION FIRST. 

CHAPTER I. 1—4. 

St. John gives his readers an assurance, that his 
evangelical statement is founded on his own infal- 
lible evidence respecting the dignity, the doctrine, 
and the deeds of Jesus Christ, and that it has no 
other object than to enlarge and establish more firm- 
ly the communion of the true disciples of Jesus : 
that with the same view he now writes to them, in 
order to strengthen their faith, and thus render com- 
plete their joy (in the Lord). These verses form, as 
it were, the proem of the epistle. 

The construction of the prdposition 1 — 3, which 
is somewhat involved, is thus most satisfactorily un- 
ravelled: the reassumption of the antecedent being 
manifest in v. 3, the whole of the 2d verse is en- 
closed in a parenthesis, in which the consequent (the 
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apodosis), which, properly speaking, is contained in 
v. 3, indeed is commenced, but not finished. St. 
John being accustomed to simple and short proposi- 
tions, easily becomes confused in such as are more 
prolix and intricate, which, with him, are only to be 
found where the ideas are crowded together, as here 
is the case. The solution here recommended is the 
one which has been universally adopted since the 
time of Camerarius, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Calovius, 
and others.^ 

It has been a subject of much contention, and it 
still is, how the o in v. 1, (cfi*. v. 3), is to be taken.^ 

The ancient interpreters, not • without a dogmati- 
cal bias, referred the S, particularly the first, to the 
person of Christ, the Logos personified. Some of 
the ancients even resolved it into og and ov, and dis- 
covered in the o a particular dogmatic emphasis, or 
at least the ttsus loquendi of St. John, who, it was 
said, in many instances has put the neuter emphati- 
cally for the masculine. But the Socinian interpre- 
ters, as far as I know, were the first who, also from 
dogmatic motives, referred the S to the doctrine of 
Jesus, from the commencement of his public life. 

^ See in Erasmus's Annot, other less convenient modes of 
unravelling the construction. Carpzovius in Epp. eath. Septe-- 
Aontw, p. 125, has still another way, but surely a wrong one, 
of dividing the period ; he puts the commencement of the pa- 
renthesis in verse 1st before the words (in^ t$» Xiytv riff (mOtt 
closes it after the words »mi in^MMt^iy,) in verse 2, and com- 
mences the apodosis with the words following »tti fui^ru^w/up. 

* See the literature of this contention in Wolfii Cur. PhiL 
and Calovius on this passage. 
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This explanation found many patrcms among the 
modem interpreters, by whom it has been defend- 
ed,^ sometimes unaltered, sometimes with all man* 
ner of modifications, although the other explanation, 
which has been considered as more orthodox, has 
not entirely lost all its friends/ The Socinian opi- 
nion has, at first view, and when ably defended — 
which has been done, particularly by Grotius — much 
in its favour. In the first place, the neutral o, and 
then the expression kv d^x^^y which both by St. 
John, and elsewhere in the New Testament, is not 
unfrequently used for the period when Christ enter- 
ed on his functions as a teacher, (Gosp. St. John xv. 
27 ; Mark i. 1 ; Luke i. 2 ; Acts ii. 25 ; 1 Joh. ii. 7, 
24 ; iii. 11 : in the three last mentioned places, how- 
ever, it is only used in a parallel sense, for the com- 
mencement of the preaching of the gospel by the 
Apostles in particular congregations) ; but what par- 
ticularly recommends it is the j^rase, wi^i rS Xoya 
^» ^ftf^^ which comprehends and collects together 
all that precedes, if Xoyog^ as in i. 10 ; ii. 7, and fre- 
quently elsewhere, is understood of the doctrine, and 
Trig ^uiig as an objective genitive case of the essen. 
tial contents and object of the gospel ; like St. Paul's 
}^og TTJg xaraXKayt^g^ rou ffrav^x, rx ihayyihax^ &c. 
The easy sense, too, which this interpretation gives, 
does much recommend it. If we point out to its 
patrons the analogy of the commencement of St. 

^ Grotius, Semler, Lange, and others. 

^ Among these are Wol:^ Bengel, Carpzovius, August!, 
Welcker, (in his PhiloL Ezeget. Clavis to the N. T.) and 
othere. 
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idea in v. 1. is incomplete ; there is, in that case 
wanting, what should not have been omitted, if the 
following S axfixoafisv is to have any meaning, and re- 
fer to anything, viz. an express indication of the 
^avs^wtf/ff or a^oTtdXw^tgy in time of the mystery de- 
creed by God from eternity. A comparison with the 
above mentioned Pauline passages makes the absence 
of this intermediate idea so much the more glaring 
and palpable. Verse 2, indeed, contains this inter- 
mediate idea, but there it is in another form, nor is 
thereby its omission in verse 1 at all justified. 

Sender and Lange, in order to avoid the traditional 
interpretation of the churchy join the words S ijv 
WW d^%^9 more closely to those nciil rg X6yit rrji ^anig 
in the conclusion of the verse, and, according to the 
way in which they understand >Ayog i^g ^u^gj either 
as Semler, of the doctrine of the gospel, or, as Lange, 
of the personal Logos : the former interprets and 
paraphrases : what from the beginning of the preach- 
ing of Jesus occurred relative to the gospel, res, 
quae ad historiam et doctrinam Jesu Christi pertinent, 
(primordia novarum in Palaestina rerum,) and the 
latter translates: Whatever occurred to our Lord, 
the Word of Life, from the commencement of his 
preaching. But these interpretations are untenable, 
because it cannot be proved that St. John used 6tmi 
in the sense of ymH^au The 6<frat resembling yiytt^ou 
in Matth. xxiv. 3, or Mark xi. 23, 24, proves no- 
thing ;* the context is quite different. Clearly the 



* That is very true, indeed. The ffroi in the passages re- 
ferred to in St. Mark xi. 23 and 24, seems to be a Latinism, 
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fjy m our passage cannot be taken in any other sense 
than that in which it occurs, several times running, 
in the analogous commencement of the gospel, i. 1,2, 
4, where it certainly is different from the sy'snro and 
ysyovey in verse 3 ; finally, it must here have the same 
sense as in verse 2, immediately following, where we 
read : iirig (fj ^w^ aiujviof) Ijv 'jr^hg Hv 'xark^a. 

But he, who disapproving the modifications here 
mentioned of the Socinian interpretation, would re- 
tain itself in its original form, would meet with an 
insurmountable obstacle, not only in the second verse, 
which renders manifest the analogy, even of the first 
verse, with the proem of the gospel ; but also in the 
words ai %g/Jec 7iiJ^(av i-vJ/TjXaf jjffai/ in verse 1. For, 
considering this only as a hyperbolical expression for 
the complete certainty of the evidence of sight and 
hearing, and only as a kind of quasiy as some have 
done, meets with no countenance, either in the words 
themselves, or in the context of the passage, or in 
the general sense and style of the epistle. The 
words £/ ot^ays ^rikapfidudv ahrh (Se^v), Acts xvii. 27, 
are too much Hebraizing, and, on account of xai 
(vponv, which accompanies them, and the absence of 
^e^ffi too far jfrom the analogy, for applying them to 
our passage. Grotius referred the g-vJ^TjXa^^jffai' to the 
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where the sense of Lmw is nearly the same as that of esse, in 
these verses : 

Sunt mihi bis septem prtestanti corpore nymphse.^ — Virg, 

Diyites uber agri, Trojseve opulentia deerit — Id, 

Est mihi nonum superantis annum 

Plenus Albani cadus.— ITor.— Transl. 

H 
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conviction of the disciples of the reality of the miracle 
of 5000 fed, and the resiirrectioii.of Lazarus^ and 
others to the relation of St. John xxm 27.^ But this 
view surely is much too confined ! Semler, although 
in no concordance with the rest of his interpretatimi, 
has more correctly referred these words to the 

which is so significantly brought out in the epistle ; 
and it is a matter of no doubt that this is the only 
true connection.^ But, such being the oase, the 
Socinian explanation is untenable^ and thti contisury 
interpretation having, in other respeots> much that 
supports it, particularly verse 2, gains the ascen* 
dency. 

Still an unbiassed reader can, if carefully examin- 
ing the orthodox explanation in its rigid form, not 

^ Thus the Schol. MatthKi, p. 109, cfr. p. 213. Somewhat 
curious is the explanation which we here find, according to 
which the ^pnXd^tt is onderstood to denote the more accurate 
Scriptural examinatUm (this sense of nf^d^it also opcurs in 
the Classics,) of the manifestation of Christ» the Messiah of 
whom the prophets had foretold (and m»n»i»fU9 is referred to 
the prophets) : w^ «f t'ru;^t ^vy»aTtBifuB» rf i^^im if ^ti^zl, 

^ Thpa the SchoL Matth'^i on this passage. Thus also St. 
Augustin, CUurius, Zeger in the Gritica Sacra, and Galovius. 
Calirin, who likewise has adopted this interpretation, endeaTOiirs 
to secure it against misrepresentation : Videtur tamen ad prae- 
sentem causam parum valere sensuum approbatio, neque enim 
vel oculis Tel manibus comprehendi potuit virtus Christi. Re- 
spondee, hie idem dici, quod in primo capite £?angelii, ▼. 14. 
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fail observiDg, that ahhou^ strongly gupported by 
V. 2, and the analogy of the prologue to the gospel, 
it is subject to many suspicions. For if the Apostle 
here only was speaking of the personal Logos mani- 
fested in the iBesh, why did he in v. 1, not put oV, 
and subsequently Sv ? Why not rtv Xiyw tijg ^a?c ; — 
why rather the indefinite m^i nu >i/« riig ^umi? 
' A'trayyiXK^/Miv^ in ▼. 3, f/M^rv^fibtv %. dca/y. in y. 2, 
would have been very compatible with, and very 
fovourable to os and Ev. Nay the Z appears the more 
singular, since in 1 John ii. 13, 14^ the Apostle writes rov 
wx dp;^^( evidently in the same sense. And why does 
St. John, in v. 2, exchange 6 Xfyo; r. ^. and i) ^fiai) for 
r^v ^wijv r^y a/(iG»/ov, which, according to the usus h' 
quendi of St. John, cannot well be used directly as 
an expression for Christ's person ? Altogether these 
difficulties appear to me so considerable, that the 
conjecture may be entertained, that neither the one 
interpretation nor the other, has entirely failed, nor 
entirely succeeded in expressing the meaning of the 
passage ; and that the right interpretation holds the 
mean between the two. 

It is undeniable that in v. 1 — 3, St. John refers 
to his gospel. And now, recalling to the remem- 
brance of his readers the sum total of it — ^the person 
of the Redeemer as Xo/o;, manifested in the flesh, who 
lived 9S a maa among men — his doctrine^ The di- 
vine works^ which he did as Messiah — and that he, 
as a true Messiah, and Son of God and man, has for 
mankind become the source of all light and life, in 
such a manner that whosoever believes in him hath 
eternal life. St. John, in the abundance and over- 
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flow of lively remembrance, and endeavouring to be 
brief, confounds in one the person of the divine 
X^of, who was from the beginning, and with the Fa- 
ther, as the life and light of man, with his appearance 
in the flesh — with his history, and doctrine of eternal 
life — and, taking up at once all this together, (pro- 
bably having before him the similar commencement 
of the gospel,) he begins — ^not 85 Jit d^r ag;^?g — but, 
thinking of the subsequent in^i roD TUyou Trig ^CitfiSi 
and 71 f^uri ipavi^<ii^ri — * O ijv am- df^g. And now con- 
tinuing with the assurance, that what he in the gos- 
pel had related of this Xoyog r. ^. was founded on hi^ 
own infallible personal evidence, gathered by all the 
senses,^ he forgets in v. 1, to state more precisely 
the fundamental condition of all experiences and evi- 
dences respecting the Redeemer, (viz. Christ's mani- 
festation in the flesh) : but in v. 2, parentheticallyr 
(by the words xa/ ri ^uri e<pavi§ui^ii}j) bringing up what 
had been omitted, a^d enlarging that parenthesis by 
indicating that the object of this ^avk^uifig is the com- 
munication of eternal life by the means of faith — ^he 
not only connects this parenthesis with the imper- 
fect commencement in v. 1, by the words ijrig ^v irolg 
r6v crari^a, but he even there begins the apodosis 
too, xai fjuzPTv^ovfiiv xai dTrayysKko'xev, which he then, 
in the beginning of v. 3, along with the reassumed 
prodosis, takes up again and brings out more fully. 

If this is the origin and sense of this complicated 
passage, all single parts in it retain their true bearing, 

* Camerarius on this passage in the Notatio says : quibos 
4pclaratur *Xn^»^0fUi ^rafTOujtn. 
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and St. John's peculiar mode of expression and of 
thought remains uninjured. 

The question has been raised, whether ^satfdfAt^a 
is synonymous with the preceding iu^axafitv rcT; 
ip^. flfAoivy v. 1, or of a different meaning? 
. In classical usage 6^f and ^i&t^at probably occur 
as often synonymous words, as words of a different 
meaning. But it is dear, that originally, and in pre- 
cise language, these words differ in signification. ' O^^v 
rather signifies perceptive vision, vision in general ; 
^iSu^ouy on the contrary, surveying, beholding, con- 
templation^ contemplari. In the N. T. too, this di- 
versity of signification is to be found. Thus, for 
example, in Gosp. St. Joh. i. 14, where we find 
f^iagd/Jks^a analogous with our passage, it can hardly 
be considered as equivalent with i(Mf^axs in i. 18 ; and 
as little in i. 32 and 34. As our passage manifestly 
contains a gradation, and represents the vXti^opo^ia 
d^o(rroX/xi) in its advancement from one stage to 
another, from mere seeing and hearing (autopsy 
roTg 69^. nfMtVy) to a closer contemplation and contact, 
in short, to a most intimate familiarity with the Sa- 
viour ; here certainly no tautology exists, and Eras- 
mus, Calvin, Beza, Grotius and others are incon- 
testably right in understanding this s^taffd/i^a of an 
abiding, closer beholding and contemplation./^ But 
it is wrong to thrust upon the word the secondary 

* '0^«» not only is seeing in its most general, but speciaUy 
seeing in its passive sense ; ^tm^^mt is seeing more activelv, 
l_aii actual and spontaneous application of the visual faculties 
to vidble objects. We sometimes cannot avoid seeing; we 
always can avoid beholding an object— !ZVan«/. 



102 IKTXBFBETATION OF TBS 7IB8T EPISTI^. 

signification of cum admiratione, stupore, voluptatcy 
&c., as CEcumenius and some modem anthors have 
done. 

If our passage has reference to tiie.goqpel, there 
can, in «pite of 1 John i. 10, iL 7, and other pas- 
sages where X&y4te is used in lite sense «of doctrine, 
by \6yog rjjg l^tinig nothing else be understood, but 
the personal hiyoc roD ^ov, who is ^le life ^of man-~ 
who is the «00FCB of the- life of mon.^ As before 
has been observed, this is.«the abridged > foranila of 
the pret>ositions in ^e gospel 1. 1*^^. N«w, as St. 
John in- the gpspel, does not byA^^ioc underatand 
any particular .divine attribute, but cottectively all 
the powers of the deity manifesting ihemsdiyes in the 
world; the manifestation of God in the worid in 
contradistinction to his occult nature ;** thus also he 
takes the word here in that sense and no other. 
But St. Johoy bnnging out more strongly the most 
essential attribute, and the principsd act of ihia X^og 
Tov SfioS, with reference to the human world, caDs it 
here succinctly • TUyog r^; ^«S»9 nay, immediately 
after, still more briefly ^eniy the Mfe, the divine it- 
self, simplty. This ^uii the Evangelist considered, 
befbne tbe Xfy^p became <f6L^j^ in Christ, as effectrve 
in the worid indeed, but not completely manifest, 
and only perceptible in particidar effeets. ' Hi^* full 
manifestation and revelation, its entire abicBng acti- 
vity among mankind first commenced in and by 

j^ i'. wi'ii i/ • ,,' • »i • ••• ' '. a- .V ' . ■ ■ 

^" See the Author's CommenUry on G<>sp. i ], ,89iq<, 
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Christ, the Logos incarnate. Thus the words ti ^»i) 
Bpan^ii^f V. % in connection with Gosp. St. John i. 
14, are to be understood. The first xai in v. 2, clearly 
is explicative, but to take it simply for /a^, as Beza 
and some others have done, is, considering the irre- 
gularity and simplicity of* the construction, unwar- 
ranted. 

The S before iufidxafuv in v. 2, although supported 
by the authority of Code B, and although it seems 
to render the construction more easy, has too much 
the character of a grammatic emendation, to be con- 
sidered as genuine. Either the object belonging to 
sufdxafLtv xai fjM»ru9Wfi,tv is left out, a thing which 
might easily happen in a diction so compact and ani- 
mated, and then, what is omitted is to be supplied 
out of ft ^uTj ifavt^ut^Ti probably thus, rri¥ ^uriv 
(pans^dtt^iTifav — or, both the verbs along with the sub- 
sequent xai airayyiXKofjkiVy jointly belong to the com- 
mon object rriv ^uiiv rijv oc/oDv/ov. The former con- 
struction is more easy and simple. It seems that 
originally St. John also joined acrayytXkofiev to the 
words xai eu^. xai fia^r,^ and referred all these verbs 
to the object which was to be supplied out of ^ 
^wi] if oifs^, and that, wishing to express the notion 
of (^wi) more definitely and more completely, he after- 
wards, by way of explanation, added rijv ^»i)v n)y 

a/Ctiv/ov. * 

• 
* This explaaation of the eonstnictioii, as we now And it, 

the Tnaslator begs leare to say is excellent, and in erery way 

satisfactory ; and he entirely agrees with Dr. Lucke in thinking 

that the original plan of the period was somewhat departed 

from, or modified; when new (««» ^ mimm was put, whosoerer 
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It is commonly sapposed that rfr/^, v. 2, is put in- 

, stead of rf. The irregularity of the language of the 
New Testament, perhaps also a certain solicitude for 

, euphony on account pf the subsequent $y, seems, if 
not to justify, at least to excuse this exchange.. With 
the classics otfr/^, even when referring to a definite 
object, which not unfrequently is the case, is never 
quite identical. witk og^ but, corresponding with the 
Latin tU qui^ it always expresses a mbre or less dis- 
tinct aiMotogical or amplifying relatiiHi to that which, 
precedes.^ Now^ if this regular use of t tcr/c wieve no- 

. where to be fmmd in the New Testament,, we should 
have reason to say^ that in our passage too, ^rjg.mai, 

jpnt instead of n simply. But jthe G0uirary is domoB-. 
strable. In St. Paul, and in the Epistle to the He^^ 
brews, the regular use of oarig is everywheie obser* 

did' put it But it is not preferable to consider, r. Z- «"• Mf, 
as a marginal gloss added by a later hand» and, entered in the 
text by an ignorant transcriber ? Under similar circumstances 
this would be what criticism would recommend in any pro&ne 
author. In all probability the Terse originally run thus, ««} i 

vfU9 Mttriiv, ffrif «, &c. after the marginal glos8> r. ^. r. aim. 
had been taken into the text» the word tturm, became' not only ^u- 
perfluoua but a^ftuward, and. probably was expai|gp4ibjr..« cijltic, 
who did not perceive that. rh {[#«» rn» Mftw wasa^ gloss. If 
the Translator had not confined himself to a Yery .shgrt 90te, he . 
could easily show iftany critical advantages from^optAi^ the 
reading he proposes. — Trand, .-^ . ..< 

^^ Hermann on Sophocl. (Edip. R. v. '688, 4rri«eQt^t, scili- 
cet aliquis, t. e. aliquis qui. Hinc prime significat^utcufiftie. 
Diende, quum reddendae rationi adhibetur, non ut •« 71 restrin- 
git, sed dilatat rem.— Id plane exprimitur Latino, %U qfti. 
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vable. Cfr. Rom. i. 25, 32 ; ii. 15 ; (vi. 2 ; ix. 4 ; 
xi. 4 ; xvi. 4, 6, 7, 12 ; (the four last passages are 
particularly remarkable,)* 1 Cor. iii. 7 ; v. 1 ; vii. 
13. Gal. iv. 26. Eph. i. 23; vi. 2. PhU. i. 28. 
Col. iii. 5, 14. Tit. i. 11, &c. Heb. ii. 3 ; viii. 6 ; 
ix. 2, 9 ; X. 8, 11 ; xiii. 7. In every one of these 
places, an ax^curate exegesis will not fail to observe 
the difference we have stated betwixt hrig and Ig. 
And since 8t. John, in plaoes where he makes use of 
liSTtg and o; r# foUows the regular usage, (cfr. Gosp. 
viii. 5d,'wlien 'A/S^aa/*, ierti}^ d'Ti^aft must- be thus 
translated : • '< Who, however, was sudi, that he 
cUed.") . We are compelled to take ijrt; too, in our 
passage in its strict sense. The sense of the passage 
after xaJ d'rayyy accordingly is : And thus we an- 
nounce to you eternal life, inasmuch as it (ut quae) 
was (concealed^) with the father ^ but (xa/) now has 
been revealed. * 

The present tense anrayyiK>Jifii^ vfiT^ in v. 3, does 
not refer to the present epistle, for it contains no his- 
torical dyysTJc^ but either generally to St. John's 

• Nay, more, they are very doubtful, for, if taken in the 
sense which the Author ascribes to them, these passages would 
impHl^i'af th^'Apdstle greets several individuals, in'asmuch 
as iheyheittMA'ittadti labour on bim, &c. The fingfish' ver- 
sion of Jamfirl. h»s -henEr simi^y ibho and tl>AttfA; aoid accord- 
ingly tadces'ftfvir for a Simple relative, which undoubtedly ap- 
pears ta^rt^ deified. For, no do«ibt, in presenting eompli- 
ments to these persons, the Apostle^ma^ well, in passing, make 
an honourable mention of their merit; but would he say, 
*' greet tbQ90 persofts from me, because thbf abe distin- 

.OUISHED AHOSO' THE APOSTLES ?*'— TratU. 

'* Instead of Um, God. B. has here Sru 
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apostolical office^ and constant activity in preaching 
the gospel ; or particularly to his historical gospel, 
which the readers either had already obtained, or 
even now received along with the epistle. But the 
object of all apostolical annunciations was the gro\ii:h 
of Christ's community, both externally and internal- 
ly. The expression sxxXnaia does not occur in the 
genuine writings of St. John, except in the third 
epistle, V. 6, 9, 10, and there it denotes a single con- 
gregation. In St. John, we do not find this word 
used in an equally extensive, or specifically the same 
sense, as in St. PauFs Epistles. ^^ (JxxX9;<r/a rov Ssou, 
or r. Xp. or jSatf/X. r. ^., or aufia r, X|.) St. John 
seems never to have passed beyond the more original 
and simple conception, referring to things internal, 
(cfr. Acts ii. 42.) Of the mutual xmvmia, of the dis- 
ciples of Christ, and the communion of each indivi- 
dual with the Father and the Son. Also with regard 
to converting the world into a community of Christ, 
he seems never to have departed from the most 
simple notions. This is his view, Christ having 
chosen the Apostles to be his friends and witnesses, 
the community of Christ is formed, and increases, 
when tlie Apostles preach the word, and when those 
who are of God hear and receive it, and being ^th- 
ful, join the mutual communion of the disciples, and 
at the same time enter into communion with the 
Father and the Son. St. John is not familiar with the 
Pauline view, according to which the church is form- 
ed by the ixKoyn and the xX?tf/g r. ^. 

'^ Leonhard Usteris Entwickelung d. Paul Lehrbegr. (De- 
velopment of the Dogmatic S^tem of St Paul,) p. 123, sqq. 
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In the words xai i} xMuvia dt — Grotins considered 
tiie xai, on acconnt of the mbseqvent ds, as redund- 
ant. To the ancient grammariaas <^e S* was ob* 
noxious, and they expunged it^ as, for example, Cod. 
C, 18, 27, and others. In like manner, in the Gosp. 
vi. 51, (koc) a^i7>g di), xai is by Grotius deemed su- 
pet€aotis, end Cod. D and other awthoHties expunge 
iti Thie inode of speech, however, is quite correct. 
When the precedent is more precisely to be deter* 
mhied and to be enlarged by an additaAoent, the 
Greek» m^i^e nse of xai^^ ds, (the epic writers join, 
the dramatists and prose writers separaifee them), and 
inttilat'Case xai is eqmval^it to the Latin c^m, but 
the> adversative junction is made by the 3s^ as in the 
OermkD aber auchM And in this sense it is put 
hete,* aAd in the Gosp. vi; 51 5** viii. 17 ; xv. 27 ; 
Actsiii.24$ S Tim. ill. 12. 

in order to guard against the misconception, that 
the mutual communion of the disciples of Jesus with 
each* other, and with him^ is only a human and arbi- 
trary institution, St. John, by Wky of explanation, 
adds, that the Apostolical Christian communion, has 
its rool^ and is grounded in the communion with the 
Father and the Son. By comparing with this the 

•'"■••'" 

' ^^ geiaisr oil EuHp^ Eleotr. 1112. HermftUn on Viger, p. 
84?. MBujttm«im*9 Qi* Gnunm. p. 4^ 

. *. Jji^j^Qj^lif}^, ^LcUto, In the ycrsion, however, it appears 
that I^r. L)icke has agreed with Orotlus in considering the x«< 
as redundant. Indeed, it is manifest that the classical sense 
of these conjunctions htire is inapplicable. 

,^ See the Author*! Comment, on this passage, Vol. II. p. 
93, note; but there 2 Tim. ii. Ib a misprint for 2 Tim. iii. 
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Gosp. xiv. 20—23; xvii. 11, 20—23; 1 Joh. i. 6, 
sqq. ; ii. 3, sqq., it clearly appears, that St. John 
considered this mutual xoivmla of Christians with 
each other, as well as with the Father and the Son, 
as a pure ethical relation, grounded on knowledge 
and faith, on active love and lively hope ; and that 
it accordingly was remote from his view (although 
the contrary has been maintained) to represent this 
communion by the mystic type of an efflux, conflux, 
and reflux of divine powers. 

V. 4. Indicates more precisely the object of the 
present epistle. Grotius, with very good reason, re- 
ferred raZra 'y^d^ofisv to what follows. The words 
ha 91 yoL^a bfiuv (not iifiuvy which reading has been 
adopted by some insignificant authorities, which we 
And in Griesbach, for the purpose of rendering more 
common place a sentiment which seemed diflicult) f 
ws'X'Ki'l^u/ievf} — recall to our remembrance cognate pas- 
sages in Christ's last addresses, Gosp. xv. 1 1 ; xvi. 
20 — 24; xvii. 13. Only here the notion is more 
comprehensive and cognate with St. Paul's ii^^vti xa/ 
;^apa ev ^v. ay., Rom. xiv. 17 ; x°^^^ rrjg cr/tfrew^, Phil, 
i. 25 ; and with the xolI^uv h xv^i(f), Phil. iii. 1 ; iv. 4, 
and other similar expressions. St. John understands 
it of the joy arising from the communion with the 
Father and the Son, i. e. joy in the Lord.*® For 
the communion with the Redeemer, and, through 
him, with God the Father, gives to the Christian 
that peculiar it^rivti, that tranquillity and serenity, 

^^ Schol. MatthMi, p. 214. l^uhaf ^ reivrtif r;^?Ti rti* »•«»«- 
MCf, x'^'^ Wi/u^M (according to the reading, n/*Sf) fM^ni, Srt 
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which elevates him above all earthly pain and sor- 
row, even the misery of sin, and fills him with in- 
creasing joy on account of his salvation (his ^wi?). 
But in as far as the communion with the Father, 
and with Christ, and the consciousness of redemp- 
tion, is something ever and infinitely increasing, yet, 
on account of sin and frailty still cleaving even to 
him who is redeemed, in this life is never rendered 
quite complete, so is also the Christian ;^afa ever 
increasing ; and every increase in knowledge and in 
the life of light is to be considered as its enhance- 
ment (its flrX^gwtf/ff), cfr. i. 8, 9. ^7 



SECTION SECOND. 

CHAPTER I. 5. — CHAPTER II. 2. 

If the communion of Christians mutually with each 
other, as well as with the Father and the Son, is to 
be intimate and firm, they must, because God is 
light, separate from themselves all sin and darkness, 
and entirely walk in the divine light. Such is the 
exhortation of St.. John to his readers, i. 5 — 10. And 
he adds the consolation, ii. 12, that whosoever zeal- 
ously contends for living in the light, and shuns sin, 
if he still errs from frailty, he may yet be assured of 

'~ Luther, in the ^'chol., says most truly: Dicit autem/)/^- 
num. !Nam principium hujus ^audii est, quum incipimus cre- 
dere ; postea, quum fides quotidie augescit meditando, docen- 
do, studendo, tum fit plenum gaudium. 
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forgiveness with God, through Jenis Christ, * our in- 
tercesspr with the Father, the, world's Saviour. 

All remissnej^^ in the zeal for moral sanctity ainong 
Christian^) ia intimately connected with a partial 
obscmration and extinction of the idea of God in 
general, but especially of that of his holinessu Very 
suitably, th^efore, St John commences his parade- 
sis with the diyyO^Ja of God's absolute holiness, which 
necessarily excludes .not only from his essence, but 
also from /every <^mmunion with himself, evecy isin, 
and all that is impure* God is light, he says^v. .5!, 
6 ^ihi ^Sig i^i. <PSfg without, an artiele, aJkuBe ex- 
presses St. John*s meaning. In this context rh ^ug 
would be false. Luther's translation, ^< ein UM' 
is also erroneous and weakens the idea. St* John 
adds emphatically : << And there is no darkness what- 
ever in him) (fca/ (rxor/a h ahrifi abx sor/v ah^fuia). But 
light and darkness, in the language of St John, are 
symbols of ethical notions, and more specially of 
that primary ethical antithesis of good, in which 
alone there is life, and evil in which death is.*^ 
When it is said, that God is light, simply, that is 
nothing else but an expression for his absolute holi- 
ness, see James i. 17, cfr. Id. The Old Testament, 
indeed, taught that God was holy. But as in ge- 
neral, the doctrine of God in the New Testament 
is more perfect and pure than in the Old Testament, 
ao the full revelation of the divine essential lights of 
the divine holiness, and all God's attributes there- 
with connected, is first communicated by Jesus 

IS SchoL Matthiii, p. 1 1 1 : tSri yk^ Aymtt, *Srt rXiCnv, «urf 
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Christ, Grosp. i. 15.* Now since, on the idea that 
God is light, and no darkness in him, is grounded 
the entire work of man's illumination and revival 
effected by Chiist, and the xoitrii of St. John also 
therein has its root, St. John speaks as if this were 
the main object of the gospel : fctui aurri iifrh ti Ay^ 
yiXset viv aXfiK6a/i,6¥ dvr ahiw^ t. e. of JesuS Christ, &c. 
Here the Apostle is certainly not speaking of a prth 
tnisey unless we, disregarding the clear context and 
all hermeneutical rules, suppose, along with Wolf 
and some others, that AyytKla does not merely refer 
to ^ri immediately following, but to all that the doc- 
trine of Christ contains of promises, and here is not 
expressly mentioned. Accordingly, krayytXla either 
denotes annunciation, t. e. no more than de^/sX/a, or 
the reading d/^sX/a, which is to be found in several 
MSS. of authority, is to be considered as the ori- 
ginal.^^ The subsequent avayyiXko/tisv also counte- 
nances this * opinion. Perhaps H. Stephanus, who 
conjectures that AtayytXia. is the true reading, is 
right. Genuine Greek, as the word is, this would 
indeed be cIto^ Xgyo.ctswv in the whole New Testament ; 

* This explanation suggests the idea» that the difficolt pes- 
sage in Exod. xxxiii. 18>— 23, may be typiqal of <jro4'9 holiness, 
wd nil3 ^* 1®> ^ ^ manner synonymous with the 4>wf of St. 
John, then would signify that objective knowledge of God 
which unredeemed and unsanctified man can obtain. T)ie verse 
in the gospel, which Dr. Lucke quotes, seems to countenance 
this theory. IHK, v. 23.— Traiu/. 

'^ The best among the ancient versions snpport ityytxU : 
against these the authority of Philox. is insignificant. In iii. 
11, too, we find WayytKia instead of AyytXiat in some MSS. 
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but since St. John frequently uses the verb, nay, even 
twice immediately before, this conjecture seems to 
be the more strongly supported, as the corruption 
aieayyiKiaL firom inrcv/yiktct most easily could be ex- 
plained. The word ayyihJd itself occurs in the whole 
New Testament, only here, and in iiL ll.^^^ 

The construction of ian v. 6, ^, 8, 9, 10, is quite 
regular.^ ^ Probably many a one in St. John's con- 
gregation did so think and act, as here in v. 6, 8, 10, 
is, in a communicative and hypothetical manner pour- 
trayed. But, by such a form, the address in one 
respect, gained a more delicate softness, and, in an- 
other, a more universal applicability and efficacy. 

With V. 6, cfr. 2 Cor. vi. 14. To say that one is 
a Christian, (this is the meaning of xo/y. 1;^. fitr 
aOroD. — ) and still be devoted to sin, (the figurative 
phrase Iv r^ <fx6Tii ^^iirareTv is more than actual sin- 
ning, it is sinful lifey) is a contradiction in terms, it is 
deceit and falsehood. The phrase ^o/c/v niv aXij^s/ay, 
both here and Gosp. iii. 21, which is peculiar to St. . 
John, completely corresponds with St. Paul's a- 
'Kri^i\)uvy £ph. iv. 15, as also the subsequent cro/g/V r^v 
dtxaioffvvriv, ii. 29, with bixaiw shai. 

V. 7, is thus connected with v. 6, and its meaning 
is as follows : Only he who in deed and in truth is 
in communion with God, and accordingly, like God 
himself, is in the light, and likewise removes from 

^^ The proposition of Artemonius Crell, in Wolf, " to put 
a stop after the words Aw* avrtu and refer IfrayytXim, to the 
xmMVM mentioned in y. 3,*' needs only to he mentioned in order 
to be rejected. 

^^ Winer's Gramm. p. 93. 
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himself all darkness, and walks in the divine light, 
(sv Tip ^wW), I. e. strives to become like unto God — only 
such an one is a true Christian — only such an one 
really belongs to the holy fraternal community of 
Christians — only such an one can become conscious 
of Christ's redeeming power, and experience its ef- 
fect on himself. If St. Paul, in his time, had par- 
ticularly to insist on the doctrine, that without a liv- 
ing faith in Jesus Christ there could not exist among 
msmkind any life in (he lights any moral improve- 
ment, any sanctity, any communion of love : now, 
when moral sloth and lukewarmness were satisfied 
with the mere outward appearance of the vi<frtQ and 
the xoivm/a, it became the duty of St. John to shew, 
that, without earnestness in improvement and holi- 
ness — ^without walking in the light, faith was dead, 
the fraternal communion of Christians without sub- 
stance or consistency, and the redemption by Christ 
without any effect. The xoivuvia of Christians is a 
communion of saints, (of the children of God and the 
light), its bond the pure and spotless fraternal love. 
Accordingly, to walk in the darkness and be of the 
world, and yet pretend to be of this xo/vwu/as, is a 
contradiction in terms. Only he who truly is God's 
child, can love the brethren; in the world, in the 
darkness, hatred prevails. And it follows that, if the 
redemption which is obtained by Christ, and appro- 
priated by faith, is not to remain a mere empty no- 
tion, the power to sancti6cation must necessarily 
grow out of faith, and thus the idea of redemption 
in us become active, and a living truth. 
If this is the right construction of the passage, 

I 
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then also the reading fjbir a>AfJXa»v «lone, is the right 
one. At the first glance, indeed, ftar aurov, whidi we 
find in Tertullian and in Clem. Alex., and which, 
consequently, is very ancient,^ ^ seems to be easier 
and more correct. But a more attentive considefa*- 
tion will shew, that thus the sentiment becomes 
somewhat stationary and tautological, »ad the transi- 
tion to the subsequent xa/ cJ/to, &c. is rendered much 
more difficult. And St. John, however fond of cy- 
cloidal composition, clearly does not intend \l&^ to 
repeat v. 6, but, as may be seen from the concli»ion 
of V. 7, proceeding further, wishes the reader to con- 
clude regressively from the existing faith in the aSpm 
of Christ, and the subsisting fraternal communion, to 
the necessity of a living communion with God, and of 
a zealously advancing sandtification. It, therefore, is 
manifest, that the fur ahri reading has arisen from the 
difficulty of the reading fi^r aX>4iktav. However, stitt 
less tenable is what St. Augustine, Beza aad Calvin, 
have done, reading, indeed, ^sr dXX^XMv, but inter- 
preting as if there had been written fur auroD- for 
this clearly is contrary to the u$u8 loquendi of St. 
John iii. 2S, iv. 7, 12 ; 2 Epist. 5, where rnXKriKw al- 
ways applies to the mutual relation of Christiaiis. 
Beza and Calvin understand it of the mutua eommu' 
nio Dei et SoMctorum, And thus it is- alao taken by 
Lange. 

Sender translates the xa/ before rh oSfLo, by namque. 



^ Oriesbach V. L. Clemens has both readings, Cod. A. as 
it seems from correction. TertuUjan reads thus, De pudic. 
cap. 20. 
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But thereby the context, as above explained, is de- 
stroyed. Exactly as with St, Paul flJ/x« 'I. X^. r. uiov 
axtrw^ according to the Hebrew idiom, denotes the 
bloody death of Christ, the principal point of his 
redeeaiiog activity on earth. St. Paul chiefly con* 
nects with this expression the power of dixotiutftg and 
of amoKvr^Mifig, or Aptikg r&v o^a^r. cfr. Rom. iii. 25 ; 
V. 9 ; Ephes. i. 7 ; CoL L 14 ; but St. John here con- 
nects with it the power of purifying from sin. The 
notion is essentially one, the form only differs : St. 
John's form approaches nearer to the Scriptural sym- 
bols of the Old Testament, cfr. Heb. ix. 14. But, 
from V. 9, we see that this Ka^afKr/Alg^ through the 
blood of Christ, more closely resembles St. Paul's 
dixaJtaCiSi than the &^&ig r, a^oe^r., which is cognate 
with it, and differs from the latter, as the real effect 
differs from the ideal cause. 

Vs. 6, 9 and 10, are directed against those, who, 
although Christians, have not in themselves that 
CDnsciousness of man's constant need of reden^>tion 
and atonement, in every moment of his earthly life, 
which is so esseaitial in the Christian. Now, inas- 
much aa therein always lies a want of a moral x^/V/^, 
of a genuine Christian conscientiousness and upright- 
ness, whereby the zeal for sanctiiication, and renun- 
oiati(Hi of the world loses its spur, and the full effect 
of the redemption by Christ is impeded ; St. John 
draws the attention of his readers to this, that, where 
the perpetual consciousness of sin, ever cleaving 
fast to this earthly life, is wanting, there also the feel- 
ing of the redemption must be weak and defective, 



1 16 INTERPRETATION OF THE FIRST EPISTUE. 

man must deceive himself, and the work of Christ 
seems to be without any cause or object. 

Grotius understands this passage differently. 
Supported by the word fifjua^xa/nsvy which he takes 
in the sense of a strict perfect tense, he observes on 
V. 8, that the words : lav s7irufiiv, on a/iM^riav oux 
£%o^£v, amount to this : Si putamus nobis Christo 
et ejus cognitione opus non fuisse, ut a peccatis 
purgaremur; that afia^riav t^siv does not mean: 
nunc in peccatis esse, sed ob peccata reum Jieri posse, 
Joan. ix. 41, xv. 22, 24- Jac. iv. 17. And on v. 9, 
he observes : Si fateamur, nos in gravihus peccatis 
vixisse ante notitiam evangelii ac propterea opus 
habuisse medicina.^' 

But this explanation is false, for the following 
reasons : In the first place, St. John does not write 
to men who had been quite lately converted, and 
were in error, with regard to the manner and the 
principle of their conversion to Christianity, nor is 
he, as St. Paul in the Epistle to the Romans, con- 
tending against the Judaeo- Christian tdtod/xaioffOvr,' 
but manifestly he writes to men who had long been 
Christians, but, from moral indolence, did not with 
sufficient zeal and vigour proceed in the work of 
sanctification, and renunciation of the world, in whom 
accordingly the Christian principle had not as yet 
attained a full sway and x^tffig. The Christian, as 

^ Before Grotius Schlichting interpreted in the same man- 
ner ; and lately Loffler in his work, " On the Ecclesiastical 
Doctrine of Atonement." -Against Grotius, Calovius has suc- 
cessfully contended in his Bibi, lUustr. on this passage. 
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long 88 he walks in the flesh, has to contend against 
sin; to confess it, and, by penitence and faith, to 
vanquish it. — To this refers the paraclesis of the 
epistle in general, and our passage in particular. 
The entire context from y» 5, shews that St. John, 
here, only has to do with the present moral condition 
of his readers, and that he wishes to warn them 
against standing still, against all lookwannness in 
sanctification, and in separating light from darkness. 
In this respect even St. John could make no difference 
between greater and smaller sins. And when Gro- 
tius, V. 9, considers rc^; a/tMi^riag as peccata gravia — 
ante notiiiam evangeliiy then that is as false as the 
opinion of Drusius, " that St. John here, because 
addressing Christians, only speaks of peccata levia^ 
sen minuta* Secondly, a/iM^ria of itself never in the 
New Testament, not even in John ix. 41, xv. 22, 24.'^ 
Jam. iv. 17, denotes the guilt of sin, but sometimes, 
and only in certain circumstances, the guiltftd sin.* 
But here, on account of ofioXoy. v. 9, and on account 
of fi/jM^^TU^ v. 10, and a/Md^rr^Ti — a/Aa^r»], ii. 1, such 
a secondary signification cannot at all exist. And 
thirdlgy since everywhere, both before and after v. 
8,. 9, 10. ii. 2, the perpetual use of the present tense 
indicates the present condition of the readers, 
ifiMPTfixafisv in v. 10, must be understood as a pre- 

^ See the Author's Commentary on this passage. 

* It is to be r^retted that the Author has not here, accord- 
ing to his usual custom, furnished us with an example from 
the N. T. as his distinction between Schuld der Sunde, and 
die Sehuldvolle Sunde, is not very plain. Some one, too, mily 
doubt whether there be any sin that is not guiltful. — Trantl, 
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sent, f. e. as a perfictum carOln'mtiMrf^ (thii' u^Ag^ ^ 
the perfect being fi*eqtietit with St. Jdtti); '^<f^ }SkJ& 
other verbs, it must refbr to tliKe pr^tent tdkdtttfC^'of 
the Christian^. ^' " 

^AXn^ua, y.8. Grotitis tTcpTt^eiSL\Pf $tuii^nit€fi. 
More precisely and corrtectly, here ' a^ weS a^ in 
V. 6, 'xonT^ r))v ^XfpShtav, thereby iflrtrndetBteMkl-trdtil 
in its objective sense, but not, as sMoe'ttfinki 'tike 
Christian trath and doctrine in pmtictdatv bttt r^l^r 
truth in general. St. John, indeed, ofteA lipids tiite 
term aXrl^. to the Christian doctrine, for esratnif^'te 
iii. 19. But St. John considers the €farf8tito'tHith,' 
as truth in its absolute sense, and cO^ktrteted i9¥h. th^ 
-^Zhog in its absolute sense, and this* truth tShfkfn 
refers to the Xo/oj r? ^g?. Thus dli6 here, (jfrJ V.> 11^, 
Whosoever is not conscious of his sinfulness,' -aftd 
confesses not his sin, is already thus fiLr icni^tte, ' be* 
cause even the natural law and man's c6n9cieti<ie, 
forces upon him the consciousness and cohfesrioti of 
his sin. But the Christian not conf<i8^ng his sin, is 
so much the more untruey since the Xiyttg roil ^i 69, the 
revealed word of God, in shewing to him'thcf diVfne 
law, God^s pure essential light, and the Skvioti]^ un- 
spotted righteousness, necessarily must' milke'his 
conscience more clear-sighted, and tender and diii- 
ceming to discover sin. * '' ' 

In V. 9, it is doubtful to whom the words «wrtff 
g(rr/ xa^ iixaiog refer, whether to 'Christ or td'^'dod, 
and m what sense. 

In stipport of the application to Christ, '!€ nii'^t be 
mentioned, that immediately after ii. 1, 'Christ ii^^eall- 
ed d/xft/o;> (cfr. ii. 29, iii. 7^ and that in tiie'{Mreced- 
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ing v. 7 J ChrNTtis, in locid respect, the nearest gram- 
matical sabject ; and that there» too, the same thing 
is said of hiniy as here of the m^srh^ xai dixatos9 viz. 
that he cleanseth us from our sins ; and finally, that 
Christ in the Apocalypse, i. 5, iii. 14, xix. 11, as also 
in the Episde to the Hebrews, iL 17, iii. 2, 5, is 
xar f^^xh* represented as Ttaroi. — But even if we 
admits that not only ii. 1, and iii. 7, where it is ma- 
nife«t» but also ii. 29, where the application at least is 
doubtfiil, Christ is in an eminent sense called 6 d/xa/o^ : 
the inliBrence from that is of so much the less weight, 
fcHT our passage, as references to God and Christ, in 
our epistle frequently run into one. In the pre- 
ceding verses, too, the predominani grammatical 
subject is not Christ, but God ; Christ — and not even 
Christ himself, — ^but only his aJfia is in v. 7 merely 
a secondary subject. But as to the predicate misrhg^ 
we must say, that the pseudo- Johanneic, and in most 
instaaces very different, phraseology 6f the Apoca- 
lyfKe, contains no hermeneutical canon for the genuine 
irritings of St. John. And in the Apocalypse, it is 
only as f^d^rvg that Christ is called 6 nrt^hg and o 
akf^tvog. But in the Epistle to the Hebrews, even 
in iL 17, which passage, in appearance, most resem- 
bles the one before us, Christ's faithfulness, not to 
us, but to Gody is praised : and that passage has a 
bearing which is entirely different from that of ours. 
Since, as already has been observed, in the entire 
passage, v. 5 — 10, God is the main grammatical 
subject, since also in the New Testament, specially 
in St. Paul, with reference to the work of redemption 
— not Christ's but God's mcrhv sJvat xai bixam^ is par- 
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ticularly brought out as a principal attribute, (cfr. 1 
Cor. i. 9, X. 13 ; 2 Cor. i. 18 ; 1 Thes. v. 24^ for the 
cr/tfrif, and Rom. i. 17, iii. 6, 21, 22, 26, 26, x. 4, &e, for 
the dhaiog,) and since, according to the dogmatics of 
the New Testament, Christ indieed is he, through 
whom and in whom we have pardon for our sins, 
and reconciliation and access to the Father; but 
God is represented as the last cause of ^pardon tend 
reconethation, ftom whotnifflows as its first 'sotn^;'^ 
being obtained by Christ's intercession ; nay nioye, 
i^nce^is dogmatic systett! is adhered ^^to also liere 
ii. l*-4he words intfr* k» dhc, can only apply 'foGdd; 

But in what sense is God called ^rMiknd. ^hio(i6^, 
with reference to the pardoning of sins ?* ' ' 

God is oalied i^thful {iri&rb^) in the Old as w^il 
as in the New Testament, in as far as he keeps and 
^Ifils what he has promised — remsdns faithful to the 
revealed word and law given by himself. On 'this 
faithfulness and truth of God, with regard tor his 
promises and laws, St. Paul founds the reality and 
unchangeable certainty of the redemption through 
faith in Christ, Rom. iii. 3, the internal unity and 
consistency of the gospel, 1 Cor. i. 18, sqq.^ and the 
h6p^ of eternal life to which we are ^aMed, 1 The^. 
V. 24$ Tit. i. 2. Now, because God, even in'the Old 
Testament, had promised the pardon of sins, under 
the condition of repentance ; for example Jerem. xxxi. 
31, sqq., cfr. Hebr, vii. 8, sqq., Micah vii. IB, , sqq., 
Hos. vi. 15, sqq., Zeph. iii. 12, sqq., &c., but eonfirpis 

^^ Trtk- ii. 14) cantiot be' considered ta vn o'bjecddn. 'In the 
popukcr phraseology of the Scriptares, iiidirect tfiiogs and direct 
are sometimes interchanged. 
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this propufe W th? Neisfr Te«taiiie«it, and realizes it 
by ti^^h^m^.o^ sfdvatfop m C^m^t'ihfi iM here also 
called f /(Trof in. as far s^ hie pardoo3 ^into thqse who 
repenjU. 

But, wb^n.Stt John a449 fcal. itnwHi ^PV^y^g that 
wQrd to the samesubjeett then tMs appears, (d/xa/o; 
being. take« in* it& strict sense,) at the first glance 
the more singular, sinoe commonly- the pardoning of 
sins is repr^ented.as an act of the divine meroy and 

Gi:Qt^ a^d aow^ others^^ remove the difficulty, by 
sayji^g that f^xa/«(i. here, being an Hebraism, is tanta- 
mount to kinid, bffnWy knis. But although pnitf, as 
well as its equivalent ^/xoem^, both of the Old and 
New. Testament, sometimes has the secondary signi- 
fioation of kind^ benign; its essential signification 
ever remains that of Just To the Hebrews, the vir- 
tues of benignity, kindness, equity, mercy, appeared 
to be legal duties, comprehended under the np*i3fi, 
diTMio^jvfh the iiill extent and contents of which can 
only be satisfactorily expressed by what the Grermans 
call Fboboogkbit.* Accordingly it may well be 
.f^(|),i^a1j the Hebrew d/xo/oin^, sometimes denotes 
benign ani merciful justice, or Frommigkeit, but never 
that it means benignity, mercy, &c. absolutely and per 

^6 Carpzoy. in Epp. cathol. septenarius, on this passage. 
AuuMt, he says, is here equivalent to graiiottu, 

* The meaning of the word is plain from what is said above, 
bat th6*lVansfaitor believes that there is not an equivalent single 
term in the English language. The Latia word is pietoM, and 
the French bont^, but the English goodnest seems more restrict- 
ed. — Translator, 
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se. No passage, either of the Old or New Testa- 
ment, where dixatotrxtni seems less to denote justice, 
than goodness, &c. is, when carefolly considered, re- 
pugnant to the explanation here given.'^ But let us 
admit that dixouos does occur in the sense of kind^ 
still it cannot have that sense in our passage. Not to 
mention that St. John, nowhere else uses the words 
dixoucg and dixatoavvij^ in any other than their original 

^ Grotius justifies his opinion by 1 Sam xii. 7. Ps. cxii. 9. 
Matt. vi. 1 . But 1 Sam. xii. 7> compared with 8 — 1 1 , (which 
passage, of all those Grotius has adduced, seemingly is most in 
his fitTOur), shews that ^»m§^mm,f is not so much a. benefit as 
righteous doing : God's fair dealing towards the people of his 
inheritance, whom he chastises and punishes according to their 
deserts. In Ps. cxii. 9, ^uuuafvm, is the Hebrew pietas, under 
which the ixtnftt^vfn necessarily was comprehended. But in 
Matt. vi. ], it likewise is the entire Hebrew righteousness ac- 
cording to the law, whose single parts, the giving of alms, prayer, 
and fasting, are enumerated, ▼. 2, 5 — 16. The principal pas- 
sages for the signification grace, benignity, benefit, are, accord- 
ing to Dr. Oesenius, in the Old Testament. Ps. xxiv. 5. Prov. 
X. 2 ; xi. 4. Ps. xl. 10 ; xlviii, 11 ; cxlv. 17. But in every 
one of ihese passages the essential notion of Hebrew righteous- 
ness and uprightness, is more or less observable. On Matt, i* 
9 [should be 19.] John xvii. 25, which commonly are quoted in 
support of Grotius*s opinion, see the Author's Comm. on St. 
John's Gospel, xvii. 25. VoL II. p. 452. 

t What Dr. Lttcke csUt lumu^ufn ^^ 1 Sam. xii. 7, is in the onginal 
not npn2J but ntpiX, in the phmd.wWchcircumgtiTOe ■•ems rather 

in favour of Grotiui : the English version, r^hUou* aettt and in the mar- 
gin, righteoutnesieSt is quite Hebraizing ; it clearly ought to he bmeflU. 
In P». 112, hy comparing together, v. S, 4. and 9, the optadon ©f Gtothu 
win seem strongly supported : here the sense of np*t3t» >fPc<un to be 

beneficence, munificence, liberalitp ; and that of p^*l3ty Vberat, genermu*— 
TransL 
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and most strict sense ; here the preceding synonym 
f/irrbg^ does, by no means, allow any deviation from 
the original signifksation. Tor righteousness is more 
<fireedy than goodness, mercy, &c. related to faith- 
f^ess. Nay moare, ikithfUlness is even one of the 
most essential virtues of the righteous, and righteous- 
ness is the source of faithfulness. Accordingly, con- 
nected with 'jTKfrhg, dUutog Can here only mean rigMe- 

' The (Adet JhAterpreters of the evangelical churehs 
bbt^'t^fore- and after Ghrothis, indeed, understand 
itKouog here in its strict sense, and yet they altogether 
fall short of the simple and right view of our pas- 
S8g^^'^ From a dogmatical bias,, and ako from a 
iBiift{iprebenBion.a«d misapj^icatLon of the hermeneui- 
tiMd7«iialog|y of the. seriplures, they either make the 
BkiMtd^ hftve a n^rence to the eeeiesiastied doctrine 
of atonement, or, transferring to St. John a supposed 
phraseology of St. Paul's, they take it in the sense of 
dfxa/MT. Butbotii these interpretations are evidently 
false. For even granting that the ecclesiastical doc- 
triv^, of atonement had been expressly pronounced 
in ihi». scriptures; stiU4t is not to be found in this 
fMCsMg^y'ttot iB><Aiis epistle, naj, not in the writings 
of St. John. And as to die synonymy of d^iti o; and 
iiMnAif^ this fihraseology is not only unknown in /the 
wri^gs.of St John, but even in §t Paul's wril^ngs 
it does not occur. For althouerh hiiimoirhm to\j ^soO 
i^,fliOi?»^tinfes usec( by St. Paul in an active and tran- 

^ QiSt^ anK'UlfzBi bn^-flifc paSM^e, ^«'wi(h' 'eiA^¥iim and 
WtolfMtiiiBMtee. 
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sitive sense, stiU dtxatog never occurs with him in the 
sense of dtxatuv ; on the contrary, these words being 
in close juxtaposition in Rom. iii. 26, are strictly dis- 
tinguished. But St. John is unacquainted with the 
transitive dmaioffOvri rov ^£ou, as well as also with the 
Pauline notion of dixcuZv, and accordingly the active 
and transitive signification of dixatds cannot at all be 
supposed to occur with him. 

It is more simple and more correct here to con- 
sider dtTcaioi as synonymous with Ttarhgy the more 
comprehensive notion dixaiog enlarging, and- serving 
as a basis to the more restricted notion letsrog. The 
meaning of the words of St. John is this : God is 
faithful, because he is righteous. His righteousness 
makes him keep what he has promised and revealed 
as the law of the new covenant to the repenting sin- 
ner, viz. that the sinner, when he repents and con- 
fesses his sins, shall from him receive pardon and a 
new power of life. 

'Ad/x/a and afiMPria are cognate notions ; the for- 
mer denotes an opposition to the divine &xa/ov, the 
latter is a deviation from the divine vofMg, The 
a^6<fig ruv afMifr. and the xc^ai^uv wjrh vadifig a^xiai 
are correlate ; the former refers more to the past, the 
latter to the future ; the former denotes that ideal 
act of God, when he, instead of the 6^4 against the 
sinner, shews mercy and love (tXtog) to him, and puts 
grace in the place of law ; but this denotes the effi- 
cacy of the divine grace in the sanctificcUion of man. 

Ver. 10. The sense is : Man denying the con- 
sciousness of sin in himself, does not only deceive him- 
self; no, God, the faithful and the just, he thereby 
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also makes a liar, and contradicts and renounces the 
wwd of God. 

As in y. 9, so likewise here, God and not Christ 
is the grammatical subject to which avrhv and aitni 
refers. The Xc^o^ rv ^ex, of which St. John says» 
that it is not in him who does not confess his sins 
(xos/ 6 "KSyog avrv oux etfnv sv fifui) is God's revelation^ 
more especially the gospel of Jesus Christ.*^ Start- 
ing from this, and proceeding to the more explicit 
interpretation of the verse, we vrill find that this is 
the simple idea of St. John : that while the gospel is 
founded on the ^tcravo/o, but the latter on the con- 
sciousness of sin, he who bears not in himself this 
consciousness, is not a true Christian. God's entire 
scheme of salvation in Christ is based upon this, 
that all men are sinners before God, and unable to 
redeem themselves. Inasmuch as this proposition, 
which natural man (6 xoafiog) is so prone to deny, 
can in its whole extent and full force only be ap- 
prehended through the revelation of the divine light 
and the divine law — ^the dtxatoffvvri and the o^ij rou 
^EoD, Rom. i. 18 ; iii. 23, cfir. Ps. xix. 13, and it ac- 
cordingly must be considered as God's word, as 
X6yo$ rov ^soD : St. John thus far says, that he who 
pretends to be no sinner makes God a liar, cfr. Rom. 
iii. 4, and that the word of God is not in him, t. e. 
is not by him received and believed in. 

Chap. ii. 1. He who considers that God is light, 
and that without a continual sanctification and puri- 
fication, there can be no communion with him, no 

^^ For other interpretations, See CaloTius. 
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salvation in Christ ; further, he who is, as he ought 
to be, every moment conscious of his hunma weak- 
ness, and his need a£ redemption, he jnust ever more 
and more strive to be delivered fiwm sin* This is 
the transition and the paraenetical point of ii. 1. 
But, considering thait even the most jealous Chris- 
tian, while walking in the flesh, can never be com- 
pletely liberated from sin, St. John adds to the un- 
conditional exhortation against all sinning, the con- 
solation, that when in spite rfall his zeal for sanct^ 
cation^ a man still sins, he, through Christ, will find 
forgiveness with God. 

In the gospel, the Holy Ghost is called the XIo(f«- 
xKr^ng of the disciples, in as far as he, as the Spirit 
of truth, was their supporter, h^per, and adviser in 
the work of the gospel. Here Christ is called the 
Paraclet, in another, although in a cognate sense, in 
as far as he, as St. Paul says. Bom* viii. 34, at the 
right hand of God, (here «r^o; rh ^oers^a) intercedes 
for us, or, as it is espressed in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews vii. 25, cfr. ix. 24, prays for us, as the eter- 
nal High Priest. Exactly in this sense, Philo very 
often makes use of the words ^(t^fiLxtUy,uv and <m^- 
xKv^og of the Jewish High priest, as the advocate and 
intercessor with Gad for the sins of ^e pe^^le.'^ 
The meaning of this figurative view, which is bor- 
rowed from the sacrificial and sacerdotal symbolic of 
the Jews, is no other than this, that Jesus Christ in 
his do§a mth the Father, continues his work of 



*^ Carpzov. Kxerdtatt. in Ep. ad Hebr. e Philone, p. 154, and 
Loesner Observ. in N. T. cPhil. p. 490. 
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atoning intercdssion. The consolatory force of this 
idea is manifest. If Christ were not the eternal Pa- 
raclet for us with <jod, his redeeming and atoning 
activity would be limited only to his earthly life, and 
thus far could not be conceived to be eternal and 
perfect. In that case, redemption would only appear 
to be an isolated symbolical act, it would not have 
any complete reality, and it would be difficult to se- 
cure it against carnal misconceptions and misappre-, 
hensions. Or, in other words, without Christ's 
eternally effective redeeming and atoning spirit, 
without the 'TvsvfjM X^ierSy Christ would be no per- 
fect, no living Christ, but only an isolated and sterile 
earthly manifestation.^^ 

It is with good reason that SL John here makes 
use of the communicative ftrst pers. pi. i;^0ju»fv, for 
he too constantly required Christ's ^a^a%\n^ti with the 
Father. But Grotius understood this differently, 
<< Non dicit," says he, << habet iUe advocatum sed 
ecclesia habet, quae pro lapso precatur. Preces au- 
tem ecelesiae Christus more advocati deo patri com- 
mendat." Already before he has observed : " Si quis 
tamen peccaverit, adde, et se ecelesiae regendum sa- 
nandumque tradiderit," &c. But where is there here 
even so nmeh as a syllable respecting the intervention 
of the church ? 

It is equally erroneous, that Grotius here too, takes 
dixaiog only in the sense of bontis lenis. Here, if any 
where, dUaiog should be taken in its strictest sense. 

3» Such paMages as 1 Pet. iu. 18. Hebr. ix. 20, 27, 28. 

are not at all contrary to this view, for the »*a^ only refers to 
the redeeming and atoning moment in Christus death. 
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Christ alone who is righteous and guiltless,'^ can be 
an intercessor for others with God, Hebr. vii. 26. 1 
Pet. iii. 18, cfir. John xvi. 8» 10. These passages 
are incompatible with any other explanation, even 
with that which takes the word in an active sense.^' 
The connection with the subsequent v. 2, is not 
so much definitively causal, as explicative and ampli- 
ficative. This is distinctly indicated by the words xai 
avrhs — ^which here are not so correctly translated by 
" nam, quia" — as by " et ipse," " idemque ille." But 
this is the context : The office of Christ as paraclet 
with God, is founded on this, that he himself has 
become the ikaafLbg for our sins, nay, for the sins 
of the whole world. The word i\a«fj,hg refers to 
Christ's atoning office on earthy more specially to 
his deathy cfr. Rom. iii. 25. Without Christ's redeem- 
ing and atoning activity on earth, his activity in 
heaven could not be conceived. The former was 
the necessary historical commencing and connecting 
moment of his heavenly paraclets office, in time and 
among men.* Grotius is right in saying that tXatffihi 

"2 The Ann. Transl. adds the explanation x«i ifuifus* 
^ Le Moyne in Wolf, in the Curee on this passage. 
* This may appear obscure to the English reader, yet it is 
humbly conceived that the translation is fair. But this is the 
sense : Christ, the hsytt is an eternal paraclet in heaven, i. e. 
as co-existent with God in an absolute and infinite form of 
existence, but there is a great gulf betwixt that which is in- 
finite and that which is finite — betwixt the absolute and re- 
lative — the earthly and the heavenly — the temporal and the 
eternal. Since humanity cannot of itself transcend this gulf, 
if redemption is to be effected, divine power must, i. e, the 
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is a Hebmsm for iXaoTTn. Calovius observes that 
here the abstract is, not without an emphasis, put 
for the concrete : the emphasis, if here really is one, 
could only be this, that whereas Christ could be 
called tXaffrr^o when effecting atonement by means of 
something external, iXasfihg would denote that he 
made a sacrifice of his own person, cfr. Heb. ix. 
12 — 14. Grotius says, that iXdaxuy means, facere 
ut cessent peccata, and that the meaning of the whole 
is : Christus vires praestat, nepeccemus in posterum ;3* 
but this is erroneous. Thus the original sense of 
the figurative expression would be entirely sacrificed, 
this would be taking the indirect effect for the thing 
itself, and breaking the connection between this 
verse and the conclusion of v. 1. As often as Christ 
in the New Testament is called iXafffihg, ikaCTTiotog^ 
&c., cfr. Rom. iii. 25, Heb. ii. 17, this symbolical 
expression refers to his ofHce of atonement and 
peace-making, to his manifestation of the divine 
ikiocy of the divine mercy and love, as contrasted 
with the o^ri of the divine justice, and so it does 
here too. 

\iyt of God must descend into a form finite, relative, earthly 
and temporal ; in other worda, there must be an historical as 
well as an eternal Christ » and thus Christ's paraclets office, 
in as far as it refers to those on earth, must there (on earth) 
have a starting point or moment of commencement, in order 
to secure to those on earth an interest in Christ's eternal and 
heavenly paraclesis — for besides, how in any other way could 
we have any knowledge of the existence of the heavenly para- 
clesis ? — [ Transl, 

^ Calovius has confuted Grotius from Grotius' own work, 

De Satisfactione Christi, cap. 7 and 10. 

K 
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What St. John adds, ov ^tgi rSiv ^/tm^v dt /Uhv^ 
a>Jka xai nriol okaii roD xofffiov, does not refer to the 
distinction between Jews and heathens,^^ but rather 
to the distinction between Christians and not Chris* 
tians generally .*6 According to St. John, Christ was 
the SmH^ tov x6(f /jlov, iv. 14, Gosp. iv. 42. Christ's 
redemption and atonement, although in its historical 
development, and actually, it only comprehends 
those who are xXijro/ at the time, extends, according 
to its idea, (xara dwajiAiv) to all mankind, as still to 
be redeemed, (^oXov rhv xoff/iov*) But what is St. 
John's purpose in thus representing the oracle of 
Christ's redemption and atonement, extended, as it 

■ 

were, to its utmost periphery? Does he wish to 
subdue the pride of Jewish particularism? That 
can scarcely be his object ! The majority of his 
readers at least were converted heathens. And at 
the time when St. John wrote, Jewish particularism 
in general, in congregations out of Palestine, specially 
in Greek ones, had been long on the wane, or per- 
haps did no longer exist. In these regions it neces- 
sarily must have receded more and more before the 
growing preponderance of the Gentile- Christian ele- 
ment. But specially in the Gentile- Christian con- 
gregations there gradually arose, instead of. Jewish 
particularism, another that was Ckristian, viz. arro- 
gance and spiritual pride against all who were not 



^ The Ofrihdion of 'C^lus. - >- / \. . . 

^ Some other opinions, as well as al^o who apf^ng xb» 
ancient intenpreters entertained ours, see in Calovius on this 
passage. 
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Christians, agsunst the ic6(f/M>s of sin and error. Now 
as even St. Paul, warring against this, Tit. iii. 2 — 7. 
1 Cor. V. 9 — 13, recommends meekness to all men, and 
puts the Christians in mind that they formerly were 
like those whom they now despised, and that they 
were now redeemed, not through any merits of their 
works, but through the divine mercy and (piXav^^uTla, 
thus, also St. John, wishes to warn his rexv/a against 
this Christian particularism, and recall to their re- 
membrance, that Christ is come as a Saviour and 
Redeemer to the whole world. In as much as St. 
John, in other parts of the epistle, so strongly exhibits 
the contrast between the children of God — the Chris- 
tian brethren — and the world, it was here so much 
the more necessary to direct the reader's attention to 
Grod's universal grace. 



SECTION THIRD. 

CHAPTER II. 3 — 17. 

In analogy with the commencement of the pre- 
ceding section, and in order to develope more fully 
what was said in i. 5, 6, St. John here in v. 3 — 6, 
shews, that without keeping God's commandments, 
(without walking in the lighty i. 6,) there cannot be 
or subsist any true knowledge, nor any true love of 
God, and accordingly no communion with him, or 
remaining in him. St. John writes to Christians, 
who were, and wished to be such, cfr. v. 13, sqq., and 
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consequently to men who believed that they had 
knowledge of God, and that they loved him. Of so 
much the greater force is the syllogism on which the 
exhortation v. 3— -5 is based. 

In opposition to the illusive morally barren Chris- 
tianity of many in that age, the Apostle says, v. 3 : 
By this alone the true knowledge of God shews it- 
self, that we do what he has conunanded. 

AuTov and avrov here, as well as in v. 4 and 5, can 
only be referred to God as the predominating gram- 
matical subject in the preceding section. This rule 
is followed by CEcumenius, the Schol. in Matthai,^^ 
Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Piscator and others. But 
Luther, Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, Semler, and se- 
veral others, refer aurbv and avrov, v. 3 — 5, to Christ, 
as the locally nearest preceding grammatical subject, 
v. 2. But V. 2. is only a parenthesis. As a sure 
sign that v. 3 — 5 do not apply to Christ, St. John, in 
V. 6, where he speaks of Christ, makes use of sxsmg 
as a pronoun referring to what is more remote. If 
we suppose that in v. 3 — 5, the knowledge and the 
commandments of Christy and not God*s, are spoken 
of, the connection and the analogy of these verses 
with those of i. 5, sqq., is destroyed, the meaning of 
v. 5 is rendered obscure, and that inseparableness, 
(which St. John expressly maintains in iv. 7, sqq.), 
of the knowledge and love of God, as the two most 
essential parts of the communion with him, is abo- 
lished. 

Some, for example Carpzovius, from predilection 

?7 p. 216. 
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to the emphatic, others, for instance Lange, on ac- 
count of the seeming identity of sentiment in v. 3 
and V. 5, understand eyvu)y.afiiv and gyvwxa auriv, v. 
3 and 4, not of the knowledge but of the love of God. 
Lange here appeals to the usus logtiendi both of the 
Old and New Testament, according to which he pre- 
tends that JTT^ Gen. xviii. 19; Prov. xxiii. 27 ; Job 
ix. 21, and yivojcrxuv^ John x. 14 ; 2 Tim. ii. 19 ; Rom. 
vii. 29, signify to love. 

But in none of these passages where ^V and 
yimsxiiv actually occur, (for in Prov. xxiii. 27, and 
Rom. vii. 29, we seek these words in vain*), is this 
signification demonstrable. The word, particularly 
when it signifies to recognise^ to observe^ to know 
thoroughly and intimately^ has, indeed, the more or 
less remote secondary signification of loving^ of being 
solicitous about^ and so forth ; still it never is, neither 
in the Old nor New Testament, exactly tantamount 
to love^ but the fundamental signification of knowing 
always predominates.^^ But, let us suppose that 

* True : but here are clearly two misprints ; by reading 
Prov. xxvii. 23, and Rom. viiL 29, all will appear to be right 
as far as concerns the quotations ; for ytfet^xut certainly is con- 
tained in the celebrated ^^tiyftt of Kom. viiL 29. Still the Trans- 
lator doubts whether these passages are of any material use to 
Lange in support of his opinion. It is not only a philological, 
but a controversial question too, whether translating '^ Those 
he did previotuly love he also did predesHnaie" is preferable to 
the received version. 

^ Wahl and Bretschneider, too, make yiiw0»i** in the New 
Testament, ea hebraismo, signify to love. Wahl appeals to 
Matth. vii. 23; Joh. x. 14, 16, 27; 1 Cor. viii. 3; Gal. iv. 9; 
2 Tim. ii. 19 ; Ps. i. 6, xxxvi. 10. Bretschneider adds, Rom. 
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yivojtfxsty actually did occur in thoOldaod J>few Tes- 
tamenty m the sense of Unfing^ here it oajEO^i 'at all 
have that sense, not even as d, TOmote seodndftty -^iif- 
nification. In ▼. 3, lyviunufkiy isMovm iminQdiat^y 

X. 19 ; Heb. ziii. 23, where its meaning is said to be henigm^ 
ter- ^xdpio* Wisd. W, 1 ; Hos. viiL 4 ; Ps. xxxvii. 18 ; Jereea, 
xxiv. $ ; Amos iii. 2. But, in none of these passa^ does 
3^1^ or ytv^KUf, properly speaking, signify to ID90, andoAlyin 
some of them, it is, as a secondary signification, ^mly IwnJtly 
perceptible. This is the case in Matth. vii. 23 ; 2 Tim., ii. 19 ; 
1 Cor. viii. 3 ; GaL iv. 9; Joh. x, 14, 16, 27; Wisiiv. 1, 
where it d^iotes to recognize something as ofie's own, as the truCf 
as the genuine^ &c. In GaL iv. 9, if yf^t^^itns were translated 
by beloved^ the beautiful play upon the words womd be de- 
stroyed ;* Joh. X. 14, 15, 27, the figurative speedi demands the 
word's fundamental signification, and in 1 €er. viii. 3, wheije 
the preceding itymt^ seems to fix upon tywff'riuy the. secondary 
signification of loving, the allusion to v. 1 and 2, and the anti- 
thesis, would be quite lost, were we to translate tytu^ratt simply 
by, is loved. Rom. x. 19, yn^Ku* denotes to know, perceive, 
Heb. i. 23, simpljf to know. Ps. i. 6; xxxvi. 10 ; xxxvii. 18 ; 
Jerem. xxiv. 5 ; Hos. viii. 4 ; Amos iii. 2. 3^"r^ signifies to 
observe, attend to, perceive, &c. but not at all to love. Dr. 
Gesenius has, with reason, under 3^T, lb his DlMiimary, 
omitted the signification to love, and, with a genuine philofegi- 
cal tact, instead of it, put under Noi 8, the ssgnifieat|on to be 
solicitous about a thing, (attend to, esteem, revere), 

* No doubt it would in tiie translation ; so much t^e better, however, 
iH the pun, as the Author calls it, in the original. There would be no 
play, no puM whatever, if the i^ificatfoa Of ^iwritai* w«i*« thftlaaMi io 
yverfti and ^n^3iv4vf» (&«I.Wj9. . Tito iDMiiniBii' ivcpAon; 1*.pt rathtr 
are known of God," is intolerable, since the convene of it would be a bks- 
ph«my, and by saying after that m areikfifitfm fffGad, liba,AFQ{l$l0 would 
seena^to pre>suppose a time when loetpcre not knoum, &c. The Translator 
thinks that this passage, as well as 1 Cor. viii. 3, strongly 'sui)p6rt8 the 
Author's opponents : and, in Dr. O^^nhft's tftgnllhsBtiotiY ' IWo. e> there 
av«, at alt events* all the mala ingredients of loving. 
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after yiv^xo/uuv^ This ysvta^Mfikw no man ever under- 
stood in any other than ils usual and principal sense. 
But, in the scone- sentence, particularly in one so 
8h(»t as tius, to use a word in two different significa- 
tionsy is altogether contrary to rule, and allowable 
only in cases of necessity. The case would be diffe- 
rent If St. John did not know the word ayocT^v. But, 
on the eoBtrary, in our epistle, he carefully distin- 
guishes the knowledge and the love of God; and 
although he considers them as two elements, so inse- 
paralde, and so thoroughly penetrating each other, 
that he will not recognize any true knowledge of 
God without the love of God, exactly on the separa- 
tion of the two, in practice as well as in ordinary 
parlance, is founded the assertion and the exhorta- 
tion, that both must be united when each of them 
sure genuine and perfect, cfr. iv. 7, sqq. As ytvuisjcuv 
(rhv CL'jr a^%?5, ^^ ?rarg^a, rov ^e^v,) v. 13, 14 ; iv. 7, 
8 ; V. 20, does not denote lovingy — as St. John no- 
where in his gospel has used the word^^ in that sense, 
— he certainly does not here use it in that acceptation. 
St. John, in this place, undoubtedly speaks of the 
knowledge of God, in an eminent sense of the word, 
but not in as far as it is identical with the love of 
God, but only in as far as it, being truly practical, 
leads man to the observance of the divine command- 
ments, and thus shews itself in an increasing love of 
that God who has been recognized as Light.^^ Neither 

^ See the Author's preceding note. 

^ Schol. MatthSi. p. 113, (on lyfuxafMf) rcvrwrt, ^^etv alt' 
TW lf^njutf*t»f fivttfuSa^ xeu a»axtK^afii^a avrttf cTr. p. 216, on 
V. 3. 
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is V, 5, a9 Laiig«* supfioflesy ofllytlie 'logical «coiiver- 
sionxif v« 3 ; but Stv J^ba proeeeding and eiriaFgii]^,^' 
as is indicated by the df, Yi 5, after having shewn in 
V. 4| the ineonsistency between the knowledge of 
<7od and the non-observance of his commandments^^^ 
intends to make plain, that that love of God which 
necessarily is combined with a living knowledge of 
God, eodubits and perfects itself in the faithful ob- 
seryanee of the divine X^yog {u e. the total of the h- 
r^Xai revealed through Christ,) and that, accordin^y, 
a true communion with God only exists where the 
Christian knowledge and love of God shews itself, 
lively and fertile, in a pure moral conduct. 

With great empasis St. John puts the aKf)d£$ 
which belongs to ^ dya«nj rau i^soD rgreX. ev^i before 
h rourtf>.^ It haS" a retrospective reference to h 
toOtu) fj aXj^Ss/a outc g'tfr/i/, v. 4. 

The greatest number of the ancient and modisrn 
interpreters understand Ayd^rrTi tov 'beou to mean man's 
love to God. This sense also best agrees with die 
context, particularly with the sv avrCi hfitv in the con- 
clusion of the verse. Generally dydvrri roD .^eoS with 
St. John, means love to God, cfr. Gospel v. 42, (xv. 
10, 13.) Our epistle ii. 15; iii. 17 ; v. 8. Where 
the reverse is the case, and roD ^soD is a genitive of 

*^ Grotius on v. 6, says very truly : Is noil novit ta^tiim 
Deum, sed et perfecte amat. Amor praesupponit cognitipnem. 
Itaque oppcsitio hie fit cum acoessione, 

*** Similarly 'St. Paul, Rom. i. 18, sqq. Ephes. iv. 17, sqq. 
V. 8, sqq. Tit. i. 18. 

*' QersdorTs Spf ach-charakt : des N. T. (The character of 
he language of the New Testament,) vol. i. p. 477, sqq. 
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the gnatna. stibjeaty Hie conteKt «ith»r id quite difTe- 
rent, as iiirr«9, ot' mmettihig ' that determines the 
sense is added, as in iv. 16. 

Man's love to God is something infinite. Its in- 
creasing perfection towards man's absolute moral 
union with God» is the problem, the object of the 
Christian life ; but who does ever completely attain 
this object? The Christian's love to God, even 
when his conduct is most pure, is always imperfect. 
Hbw then can 8t. John say dXji^cDg iv ra{tr(fi fi dyditri 
roO SroS TirtKslwrat ? Because the Roman Calholic 
dbgmatists of the 16th century took this proposition 
in a false sense, and in the controversy against the 
evangelical doctrine of justification, made an er- 
roneous application of it ; several protestant interpre- 
ters of that age, have, either as Flacius and Calovius, 
explained oLydnrn r, ^. as God's love to us, or, what is 
still more arbitrary, divested the word rsrsXs/ojrai of 
the sense of perfection, and believed that it only de- 
noted the demonstration of love in deed and in truth, 
as contrasted with mere appearance and hypocrisy. 
This latter opinion was espoused, for example, by 
Osiander, Beza,^^ and others ; and likewise by many 
modern authors, whom the seeming practical untruth 
of the proposition does ofiend.^^ 

But how entirely futile it is to deprive Tsnksiojrouy 

^* Beza compares it with the French : mettre en ejcicution, 
*^ They either take ayti^'n t. d>> for God's love to us ; this 
Bengeihas donq;.pr, as Cafpzoviu^aod Lange, they under- 
stand •ririA.i/Wfti to denote the real existence the Vfre obtineye, 
of the inteijsitjr ^ud tipth, of tfie love to God. , C^rpwvius ap- 
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of its ordinaiy wgnifigation in the passage brfore us, 
is shewn, by SU John's use of this word* in such clear 
passages as Gosp. iv. 34, ▼. 36, x^ii. 4^ 23, xlx. 2d. 
1 Epist. iv. 18. St. Luke too, SU Paul, St. James ; 
but paiticulaily the author of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, never use the word in any other than its 
ordinary sense, efir. Luke ii. 43. Acts xx. 24. Phil* 
iii. 12. Heb. ii. 10, v. 9, &c. And why should we 
require any other ? The proposition is quite true, 
and free from any difficulty, when we only recollect 
that St. John, in the epistle in general, refers to the 
ideals of moral perfection, and considers njfeJv r^v 
Xoyov r. % as something that is perfect. His lan- 
guage too, is even in its form clearly hypothetical : 
and Calvin observes very truly: Breviter indicare 
voluit, quid a nobis deus exigat, et in quo posita sit 
fidelium sanctitas. — Si quis objiciat, neminem un- 
quam fuisse repertum, qui deum ita perfecte diligeret: 
respondeo, sufficere modo quisquis pro gratis sibi 
datas mensura ad banc perfectionem aspiret. Inte- 
rim constat definitio, quod perfectus dei amor sit 
legitima sermonis ejus observatio. In ea nos pro- 
gredi, sicut in notitia proficere debemus.^^ 

peals to \y, 12, 17, and refers to the Latin usage of perficere 
for obtinere. Least to be recommended is Semler's mode of 
solving the difficohy, and no demonstration is required to shew 
its falsity ; he thus paraphrases the proposition : hie solus per- 
fectissimam et infinitam dei in homines caritatem, reete dididL 
^ Luther in his Sdiolia : Christiani habent duo privil^a. 
Primum et summum est oognitio Chrisd seu ipse Christus, in 
quo habent. non solum caritatem perfectam, sed perfeetas omnes 
alias virtutes Christianas. — Deinde habent etiam primitias 



.% 
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The meaBiBg-off the eonchisioii efthe propositioii, 
which is' cowneeted with i. 6, isr iM» : By thlB, by the 
kee{Hiig of the commandments only, i^e ascttPtsin 
that we (in knowledge and in love), have communion 
with God, f. e. that we are tnie Christians. 

In order to determine mtate precisely, in what 
measure and degree, the keeping of the command^ 
ments should be found with Christians, St. John v. 6, 
refers to the example of Jesus Christ the righteous. 
As He, while on earth, always did Bxat whidb pleased 
God, Gespi viii. 29, — ^kept the Father's- command- 
ments, and thus remained in him, xv. 10? thus also 
the true Christian, if he wishes perseveringly to re^ 
main m the commtmion with God, (Xiyuv — iv avrta 
fLsmv) : — has nothing less required of him, than to 
become like unto the Lord, and unconditionally to 
follow his footsteps, 1 Pet. ii. 21, 22. Phil. ii. 5. 

As the gospel of the Apostles always combined 
the commandment of sanctification and imitation of 
Je^us, with the announcement of Christ's mani- 
festation, so St. John, in v. 7, reminds his readers, 
that even this, what he now is impressing on their 
minds, i. 5, 6, sqq., ii. 1, 5, 6, is no new commandment, 
but an old one, the very same which they heard from 
the very beginning, (since they had become Chris- 
tians.)' What here is meant, is not any single eom- 
mandment in partioular ^ but the entire \6yo^ of the 

ifintii9 9t donum faciendv, legis aliqoo unjuei It nAy be 
seen thst Lutker too intevpreted tbdfl passage aeoardixxg to the 
anjilogy jof lu8 iaiih — he did xtot exactly- hit the mark e stili, how 
much more sagacious and spirited is his interpretation than 
that of tlie polemical divines of his party ! 
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gospel, (see our epist. i. 5), concerning the walking 
in the light, that those who are redeemed ought to 
abstain from sin, &c., is the old commandment given 
to the Christians from the beginning. — Thus is ex- 
plained, the seemingly redundant addition, which 
Lange considers as one of the many tautologies in 
St. John, fi svTo\ri i] vaXatd kdrtv 6 'K&yog (see v. 6), Sv 

As dv d^x^^y ^^ ^^*^ places, only can refer to the 
initiation of the readers into Christianity, and as from 
i. 5, downwards, no other fvroXi) has been mentioned, 
than that of walking in the light, of abstaining from 
sin, of imitating Jesus the righteous; and as also 
the epistle manifestly is more addressed to converted 
heathens than to converted Jews, — those are in 
error, who, like Flacius, Beza, Clarius, Grotius, 
Carpzovius and others,*® understand the svrokrt in 

*'^ The words in brackets are omitted in some important 
MSS., in A B C, &c. But this omission being satisfactorily 
accounted for by the ofiotarixtovdv, and the words being de- 
manded by the context, Griesbach has with reason retained 
them in the text. 

*^ Among the ancients, St. Augustine did rightly understand 
this passage* Quite erroneous, and manifestly arising from a 
misunderstanding of the words ft«^ »^x**f» ^hich it was thought 
necessary to take here in the same sense as in i. 1, is the ex- 
planation in the Schol. MatthSi : u fiiv — *l»uitUMS returet y^m^u, 
tmirtt Tfiv iri^i ayamtsivraXh «& xmtnif tJiMt ^n^i. irtiXmt ym^ 
mvrii* hk rZv tr^o^rSf IvtryytiXeiro. tt St w^ ** *lwi»t9* ^^tet, is 
^et^ivrnvt ro viXtf riit Wt^roXntt A*»» «■•*■' w^lvroXh *et>Mtk jmi) ««r' 

^vfftKots ifvasecs (ptXizh haBtftg. Ilrnvrtf ym^ ^uvu nfAi^tt ««< «•'- 
vetvtxk ^Zm Strtg ayet^S^s rti/s irXn^tav, cfr. the minor ^*chol , p. 
114, 11.3, v/here we find similar expressions. 
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this place as applying to the commandment of 
brotherly love, and the antithesis between the Old 
and New, as referring to the Old Testament, where 
this commandment first was given, Lev. xix. 18> and 
the New, where the same commandment was recon- 
firmed and enlarged.^^ First in v. 9, St. John speaks 
of brotherly-love in a more special manner, and 
indeed, as it seems, rather by way of example, or, at 
all events, as proceeding from generals to particulars, 
tlian as having implied in the words svroXri xatvn xai 
•raXa/a, the love-commandment of the Old and New 
Testament. If the interpretation here alluded to 
were the right one, not only the 7th verse would be 
unconnected with that which precedes, but the 8th 
verse too would be almost destitute of sense and de- 
sign. The inaccuracy of this interpretation, which had 
not entirely escaped Calvin's observation, shews itself 
more specially in this, that for its justification it re- 
quires that the words s/^srg ut* a^p^Sjg and ^xoutfars 
do imply an allusion to the Old Testamental olim, and 
to the ancestors of the Jewish readers of the epistle. 
This is maintained by Grotius, who, in support 
of his opinion, quotes Matt, xxiii. 35. Mark x. 
3. John vi. 32 ; vii. 19, 22. Acts iii. 22 ; vii. 38. 
But inasmuch as these passages occur in addresses 
delivered to real Jews, it is evident that the support 
which they afford is of small weight ; and it is indeed 
surprising that Grotius did not observe this difference. 

*^ Clemens, in his Adumbrat, also explains the words «•«>.. 
ivrak, by the paraphrase : per legem et prophetas, but he does 
not understand them as referring exclusively to the love-com- 
mandment. 
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Equally aMtowy is Carpzfjre's explaiiation : he makes 
the seme of the words Ep^s/v d^' a^^g to foe hafonisse 
semper, idque vel in ipso V. T. ; but the words 
Axoviiv ib^ <&f ^( he refers to the gospel, as being a re- 
petition of the law of th^ Old Testament. The 
opkiion that St. John, from apologetical motives, and 
because the novelty of the gospel was offensive to 
the readers of the epistle, calls the commandment of 
which he is here speaking, an eld commandment, is 
also erroneous : it is satisfactorily confuted by v. 8. 
The supposed allusion to the discourse of Jesus in 
the gospel xiii. 34, is very remote, and does by no 
means justify our conforming to that passage the in- 
terpretation of the passage before us. In the gospel 
Christ speaks of his love-commandment, which, in 
reject of its oomprehensiveness and intensity, was 
altogether new, and there he distinctly expresses the 
contrast betwixt the %a.iv^ fyroX?), and the Trakutdi, of 
the Old Testament. But here the stated contrast is 
immediately again removed, and the relation between 
the Old and the New is, on account of the words 
av VL^x^c^ quite different. Still, this contrast is by no 
means here insignificant ; it is put with a serious 
paraenetical design. The new commandment at first 
frightens the slothful mind. On that account, and 
also because St. John trusts that his readers are true 
Christiaiis, and "wiah to be sudi, he says : This com- 
mandment is not new, but old, it has long been 
known to you, and put in practice by you. - But be- 
cause man so easily forgets his duty, and liever fully 
and satisfactorily gets by heart God's commandments, 
the Apostle, wishing to reprove the forgetfiilness, 
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even of the best, and to 9pur them on» addsy v. 9, as 
if wishing to correct what was put in v. 8, m/jv s® 
hroKr,v xo/vnv yfdipca \ffi.7\f : accordingly not in the -sense, 
as Bengel thought, that he now first forties to th^m, 
what they before had enly heard^ nor in the sense, 
th^rt the isolated love-commandment of the Old Tes- 
tament is renewed through Christ, and has became a 
oommandment of the New Testament ; but only and 
exclusively in this sense, that even the most ancient 
of commandments (in this place specially the hyntKri 
of walking in the light,) commonly are forgot by an 
^^oavrig imT^SfLovrigy * a designation more or less 
a^licable to every man ; and that they are new to 
him, as often as he is admonished to observe them — 
or perhaps also in this sense, that what is new gene- 
rally has the greatest charm, and that new laws, 
as long as ^ey are new, are most zealously observed. 
In both cases the paraenetic design of the idea is 
manifest. Only in the latter ease, the short proposi- 
tion would require to be resolved, as it has been re- 
solved by Dr. Kna{^, in the following manner. ^ * 
Illampr8eceptionem,quam vobis dudum eognitam esse 
dixi, sic vobis denuo commendo atque injimgo, tan- 
quamsi novaesset, nee vobis antehac unquam audita, 
as if St. John had written, aun? ^ IvroX)) xaivwr^frra 
hrui \)iti7v xai'dsi xatvr}. Although this explanation is 
pleasing, I still prefer the former, which presupposes 



,^ BfiOT^, qf, fargetfvlnesSi a, Hetjrairfiig b»|>rc*iioB for Fot« 
get/ul he^r.7-[rrajM/.] \ .' • 

^' In bis Script, var. argum. p. S40, 347. 
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no sort of imperative in the proposition, and makes 
it merely monitory and expressive of a universal ex- 
perience ; the former is also more simple, and har- 
monizes better with the commencement of v. 7. 

Still more controverted is the interpretation of 
what follows : o icrr/v akr^hi — — or/ i tfxi^ria : 

As to the construction of this proposition it may 
be observed, that that analysis of it which Dr. Knapp 
has adopted is the only right one : ^^X/v (m^) ivrok^v 
xcx.ivriv yo, ijf/t/v (^roijTo) o stirtv oiX, But, conformably 
with this solution, which renders correct a sentence 
by many considered as incorrect, the word or/ can 
only be consida*ed as a causal conjunction, and not 
hdtxucy as it has been taken to be by Castellion and 
others. 

It is uncertain whether we ought, in this place, to 
read sv ufiTit, or sv tj/mT^. The latter reading is found 
in the Alexandr. MS., and besides in a few authori- 
ties of no great weight ; it seems to owe its origin to 
a false generalizing interpretation of the passage. 
The common reading v/iTv, which is supported by the 
greatest number of authorities, merits preference, 
even because it better corresponds with 7^. yfjuvy both 
here and in v. 7, and because it conveys a more dif- 
ficult as well as also a more delicate meaning. 

The context, and the sense of the difficult words 
s67tv ukr^'ii on ffxor/a, &c. differs with the in- 
terpreters according to their conception of what is 
implied by the word ivroX?j, and by the contrast be- 
tween craXa/^y and naivov. 

According to my view, the context and the sense 
is as follows : St. John having said of the imitation 
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o( Chrisly y. 6» and of iiie walking in the light, v. 
6, that thia is for hia readers an old, long known, yet 
never an obsolete, but ever a new commandmeuty he 
adds, with reference to. this contrast, that this i»ro>.n 
is eertainly true and established (dXr^tg^ and that its 
truth and certainty is grounded, partly on the eK- 
ample of Christ, who thus walked in the light, v. 6, 
partly on the experience of his readers. For, as to 
the latter point, he means to say, that among them 
(inasmuch as they do now walk in the light) the 
darkness of error and sin (in which they lived ere 
they became Christians) is abready vanishing, aa- 
^dyfTou,^^ and that the genuine light of the true 
knowledge and love ofi God is now shining forth 
among them. 

We ought ever to bear in mind, that St. John 
writes to men in whom he has the confidence that 
they are, and that they wish to be, true Christians, 
and whom he only desires to spur on to become such, 
more fully, and more perfectly. The paraenetic force 
is grounded on this, that the commandment which 
already is established as true and genuine—which by 
an exalted example, and by the experience of those 
to whom the epistle b addressed, has been shewn to 
be practicable and salutary, will, in all probability, 
be considered as more sacred, and more eaaiy put in 
practice. 

This interpretation agrees best with Dr. Knapp's, 

^' St. John uses this verb here, and in ii. 17) in a middle accep- 
tation ; but St. Paul, in 1 Cor. vii. 91, gives it a neutro-passive 
senae im an actire form ; the daasic authors, when tibey use the 
word in this sense, do inflect it in the same manner as St. Paul. 
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and oftly.ia thi» iBspe<ttr.dJSRBrs:firDiii iitavtbal.Kiui.pp; 
conce^^ing > tlle^ CkAsliiA ky3&<6wfn»ilf1ift0l»tri4ft be 
meant .tiyi/thfif li^r«M>' nltiderstiuidid')fiie)^^oir^/ q Jorii' 
aXir^ liiasrf^ tQtee^riB8»idminli6caikHlfo£4h|g,<K^ 
mandnientfihgri CSirisl'si rlohreiv faiatdealh onltlie roross, 
iii4 16.. t i But fwheMaaf ifhe> iwfkrdaat ^tfsAM snuvoi ^m- 
Tdrndt, Iba wideh '^tbe > Ukpilasiioii - dhi^r 4v, ou^ mi- 
doubted}! refine, atai^.batpiilt^f^mifirsA^ onitlftMQod 
of QhHflt'fljpilre i^AiBpe^mi^i-^f^iftif^m^ 
concliiaio»"d5,the> vepse )<m\yi flpef-toifsC* lihe: getieml 
moral ctontrabiiietfwvien ika darkfQ^a.ofMm^.An^lfQr- 
ror, and the light of the true* «oaiailiduoil< fKtft God, 
confiviiiifi, 6^-u^BJidsy fSMlyr wkm^&!k!^»n9 mid 10, 
thd'anere special ocmtrastbetwitt bro^CB^idcvfe and 
hatred to the brethren, is deYeh)|>ed as acoDsetiueBee 
froift the general moral contrast :<4^ ia|>psai»'matni- 
festy that the eommandnnent aikd>«lampleof Chmt 
must here' be ^taken in a much more'coBqwBhciisive 
sense, and indeed in no other than that in which, we 
have taken it 

A more carelul exaunination of auob interpretations 
as differ from the -one we have pr^poscd^i iteay tend 
to place> ours in a dearer light. . ' < • > < . 

Those interpreters who suppose that the ivro^jn 
means ther love-commandment^ and ithat the words 
TuXcubv and xa/v^ refer to the oontmsfc betwixt the 
Old and New Testament, fidl, by svehatsiqppesition, 
into the greatest embarrassment when they come to 
deal with the passage before us, anil from' this em- 
barrassment they can only, by the most constrained 
interpretations, extricate themselves. Thus Grotius, 
for example, explains the words o scttv dXrl^sg h 
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aurfi '%at 4}f u/ift thus : " Quod in ipso, t» e« in Christo 
vefmnfuMt^ i,e. re ips&^dXf^U for ^Xd^m;) apparuitj 
etin vdbiB, 'sc. debeti" "<< Chrigtus/' he adds, " non 
psB^os hdmtnei^ sed omnespdypsit^' et ita, ut pne ip- 
soniin flUlitte ne ^itaniquideb^iosm^c^rain haberet 
Sic Qt' iK>8 iMbmiiv :fiie0re^>:iik 16^ Thetm he takes 
the ««M^a for the age of' the Mosaic law'^'and the ^2^ 
fdr COiiiet aod ^e eoonomy df (he. New Testament, 
and^ presiqn!^dsihg the readerBi-of St. John's Epistle 
to hftr^ ^Aneady "beeO 'Jews, he itnakesi ifti^dytrat 
serve instead of ^ |Mtst 'tease. SeveiieJ have followed 
the^xiatiiple of<]tothis;' i . 

- = TlsBt this >eaq)la]iation i& arhitraiy and constrained, 
i« ivery- imaiiifeBt. • How cin it be justified to explain 
4iavf almost -as if it ^ere quite absent :-^-4tt one time 
referred to Christ, as a< past tense, and as put for 
ipmtiok^tfoui, and neocfty when referred to h vfkt^^ as an 
inperative ? It is also unjustifiable to refer iXfi^hs, 
BB an abverb, merely to Christy and not to h vfiS^fy since 
the double relation of this word both to h avr^D, and 
to h \)(i^i -is sufficiently indicated by the -prefixed 
i#>r/f. When and where, in the New Testament, is 
the age and economy of the Old Testament called 
exoria?^^ Such an expression would seem almost 
Mareionitio, in ssmuoh as (XxorAn in the New Testa- 
ment, never denotes- what is merely imperfect, but 
always sin and error* But let us suppose that cxoria 

*^ The, ancient interpreters, who thus understood the con- 
trast betwixt the Old and New, obserTed this difficulty, and, ap- 
parently oii that account, read ^xU.* This reading we find in 
the Alexandlr. MS. and in d with Matth'ii, both here and in v. 9. 
But why not also in v. II ? 
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in some place or. qtbe; is used in that st p^, hpw\ can 
it be used in such % sense here, since the JoryeHCom- 
mandment of the Old Testament (if that is meant in 
v. 7) is by no means vepealed, but recommended and 
stated to be reinforced; and since gxor$a and ^^ 
throughout the Epistle and Gospel of St. John> are 
only used to designate the contrast betwixt the dark- 
ness of error and of sin, and the light of truth and 
godly life ? Even if all the readers to whom St4{Jolm's 
epistle was addressed were converted Jews, how ar- 
bitrary it would be to assume that ciupoe^sra^ which 
is quite parallel and synonymous with vjdfi pasHs, is to 
be taken in a preterite sense, and the latter not ! As 
improper as it would be to consider l<rr/v and ^o/ys/, 
as preterites, as improper it is to consider ^a^yuui 
as such. 

Still more awkward is the manner in which those 
endeavour to extricate themselves, who suppose that 
vctXathv and dir df^^g refers to the innate love- 
propension of human nature. As if the text were, 
not h auTp^ but sv haurSj, they translate, '< quae res in 
se vera est.'* Nay, with CEcumenius, this explana- 
tion reaches the highest grade of arbitrariness and 
confusion, as h avr^, is both taken for Iv gaur£;, and 
at the same time referred to God.'^ 

^ The ancient Greek interpreten seem to have been quite 
at a losB with regard to this passage. They, for the most part, 
take «9t in the sense of that (quod), and interpret thus : Sy««XJi» 

Iw0'» iifuv rnt ttirtS yMwru^, art n wturm irm^»y, », ri ^Sf fmmif 
xtti Vsn n/A»t T« ^ttTos vrfmrruv. Thus the Scfaol. of MatthSi, 
p. 114. Another Scholion says: wmav ^n IvrrXiiv JMimv; 
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•MtUiy, tedlnoi^ |iki^t6tilafly modern interpreters, 
\rlio^d4t gi^nliteitioally offlenisi^'to i^effei'Hb xaini 
wriM,*^ted dihndt disd^ex" ainy eliiiikby nieaiibg^ m 
the woird tiXijSi;, propo^le to teke th^ article o for the 

muBciiMtte artide, — ^to eonsidet' the ^ntence ?^ 

xai h hfjtiv as a more accnreite eliicidation ef the 
if*i»X4 xom)— and i&en trandlate thus : 'Every true 
Christian i^tlnited with him (with Christ), as well as 
wHh }ft)U. This is 'Lange's interpretation. Again, 
in a different way, xrtfaerd take tliis proposition thus : 
I write to you then^w commandment, — ^to you who 
are united (taking S for o/), with Christ, as he (as if 
tbere was ahrhg befofe Iv bfi%) is with you. But not 
to mention the lamentable obscurity of these inter- 
pretations, how can such an enallage of gender and 
number, and, in general, such a confusion in the con- 
straetion, in any way be juslified in an author, whose 
stile is so simple as is the stile of St. John ? 

Less' harsh indeed, but still arbitrary and subversive 
0f the perspicuity and clearness of St. John's simple 
idea, is the interpretation of those who refer 8 only 
to the predicate xou^^ and take &\f^\i for dlX^j^ft;, 
as if €lt. John's meaning had been this : which {mz. 
neWf) the ivTo\ii really is, both with regard to Christ, 
who has loved us after a manner which Is entirely 
new, and also with regard to you, among whom the 
new light is shining forth. This is Monisms ■explana- 
tion. Semler's is similar, only the xeuyii fvroX^, he 
suppoi^es te mean the gospel of Jesus generally. But 

r. X From such and similar interpretationt the origiQ of the 

reading iifu* may be easily conceked. 
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is it not manifesty'thalif eY^*thereiif aoa£ie.iiyiviLieh 
the exchange of the inetitBid' «djttotiYe>iB inad«iiatibte» 
that case 'CetisAAlf bomnwhei'e, '^vfwve tiie/ congbMc* 
tion of die ptopoMffHi IhftJir. dXt^lg hf mUnp^ .that 
propositloiil 'bcang ' sefiaratelj^ conrideredv -18 cma^ 
regulaiv eonfr. 11.27'? •' 

Theadv^rb UM^A^tandtbeiadjedtsra aX)^i^ and 
dXfi^fiiy Bi^eqnaHy known to >St. John^ but hfti&fiiier 
interchanges' ote^of these !for theothfiri^' 9iidTleast^ 
all does'he use-the last instead of the finst . •■ .< •• 

Now, if the tfense-and the- conteecli of the pve^clduig 
passage, v.6^-^,i8 such as we hare-stated^ fa^'HK 
will be obsenred to be-comiected with, it •inoaikijeasy 
and natural- manner. i' .^';< «,. 

The chief virtue of the GhrislauL ttfe^ of thefttfe^in 
the light, and the chief ii^unctioa of Christ is, aodovd** 
ing to St. Jolm, bvotherly-love ; love la also^. aoccM*- 
ing to St. Paul, the fulfilment (^ the law, the -bondof 
perfection, Gai. t. 14. CoL liL 14. With YefiBtence 
to this principle, and proceeding fipom that which ia 
general to that which is more special, St. Jehti 8ays» 
v. €, 6 Xpyoiv h r^ ^6if7 iTyar, whoerer thinks > thaib he 
is a true Ohristiaoa,*^ and yet hatea his l»otber> ^be 
still is^'fi^if ^^^'^^^-4n the darkness .of non^hristiani- 
ty : as lotrte'is'the essence of Chvistianity; i4iB cardinal 
yiHtte, and the <yfui^tcfi>€k of Cfaristiaas, iso :bah:ed also 
is, attcording' to Si. Faul,^ the chief vice of theheaUien, 
and, itt'g^Biend, of the onredectoedandiinfidel^^l^}, 

^ *'E»ts iUti, wbich is an expression peculiar to the idiom of 

••I'll. If . * ''«Ij^ 

the N. T. occurs besides this passage, in the sdibe Oi <mtic» only 
in the Gospel of St. John t. 17. 
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cfr. Rom. 4i>d% «]q. Tit. nit S. 2 Tim. iii. 2, 3, 4. 
T]ie.aapebtof4lie'beaAlieii«iid4xf the Jewish world, 
as it tiun wa^ completely justified this proposition. 

In order to secure St. John against the ■ reproach 
of particttlmrisit^ some ajutfaors have maintained that 
ddsXphgy is here equivalent to 6 ^Xniriov, Also in order 
to give a better form to the idea, and because it is 
maintained that the proposition : <^ he who hateth 
his brother, walketh in darkness," is perfectly plain, 
the signification of negUgere has been given to the 
word fiii^Tvfif Both these suppositions are erroneous. 
Writing to Christians respecting their mutual relation 
to each other i. 7, and, at the same time, alluding to 
Christ's new commandment, Gosp. St. John xiii. 34, 
the Apostle could only speak of the Christiaji bro- 
therly love, in the more restricted sense, and not of 
universal philanthropy. And in as much as St. John 
uses strong antitheses in the epistle throughout, and 
considers every lack of love to the brethren as hatred, 
the signification of fna^Tv cannot here by any means 
be softened. 

Because St. John presupposes readers who were 
Christians, he uses in v. 10 the expression iv rf (ptari 
/imi. Love is the right, the free course of Christian 
virtue : before it all obstacles, all stumbling-blocks 
vanish, cfr. 1 Cor. xiii. 4 — 7. In illustrating the 
words xal cxAvhdkw h axtrtp oux fgnv Grotius justly 
compares them with Ps. cxix. 165, where the phrase 
is similar ei^fivti ToXkii rati ayavufft rhv vofMVy Kai oux 
itrrtv auToTg ffxdvdakov, biwsn. The following pas- 
sage in V. 11, and a comparison with the Gospel of 

*7 Thus John Price, and others. 
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cyf fitMd^Ohiiyrtb^^ougbdtlK^'lm jow^with tJ^ a^d.tbifi^ 
phrase with St. John is often synonymons with £;^siin 
heveN|iie.4D0st sfiitable ymmn. would be.: • ^^for such 
aii..4^jie DO -tfx<£>^«&>^avi ^ista." As. Uk»tx8ljy>eToC ibe 
figfunativje speech^ v. 11^ «&• the.Goffi. :xif'j9» 1^ 
GawtW'does hei» jnidke Ihiftxiwrtjaiction betw»Mtti«v 
r9J'i4Moff^ fitfr/ and fv n <ix« j9ri^/<ca«rAi: idmti^tiie 
former, denotes .the disposition of ^^iiniiidy^tli^rl^tliter 
the.^. FrobaUy more oorreetiy the ]falii4ioa'>b^ 
twteen ^hese twophra^s would be tfaas;fiUit!B^f S^ 
Jobn piK9eeede.£«m. that whieh is less, to tbiutr.wlikdft 
is more figasntdvey and then £in^rt enbi^s^itiie 
latter. The woirds oh% oJd$ vrouur^ys/^ corre^ofidwitii 
the words tfxaidaXoy sv avrfi wx mtiv in v. 10. Tb» 
conokisUm. on .^ exoria^kc. is not to be taken mas 
Grotius takes it, as if St. John would say, e«]%.qai 
in 'lenebris renMitiir, non {dus videre, qnam. si coecus 
esset; ; to this the causal or/ is repugnant^ . St.; John's 
meamngirather appears to be as follows : .Tht dark^ 
nessi in «whioh the uncharitable man:wa}ket^ i/9i(iii 
himfidff and proceeds fircun, him^ be being wmjpped 
up iti hatred^ and blinded by haired. .Thiusiii{t. la! 
God's woBid is ifull of light, .and the .path isifiivien ; 
but man ^danrkfins at and makes x the « path UAQyeni^ for 
himself, Joy this own doimg-^by his sin. 

The warning against the love of the world in v. 
15, is very beautifully and naturally joined to the ex- 
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h<»t&«iott t6^€lftiMlA»r<ldKMSili»fy >lbV^^ ^ the safest 
gidi^in tto>«<Muiiof siitNstiieatkAi «ttd ^tmitatkm t^ 
C%i^*vftlit; be^[>»e coming to tins wmtihigy SNk John 
dMAfes toi bh Headers, inth irhat ptestippoeitioiM, and 
onlirhiit Inlying, he wrfte^aQ thistothetti, v. 19^^14. 
Now, in IJiese verses we meet with serious difficcS- 
ties. 

In V. 12, the common reading 7f«^ and 'nxWa Is 
suffleientiy prdtecfted against the reading vyfos^m and 
^cc^a whiiih is given by a few, and not very weighty 
authorities. ' It is manifest that rtwia is not* here to 
beSak^n ih any other sense than in v. 1 and 2&, and 
also 1ft iii. 7, and masiy other places. Neither is there 
any controversy as to this point, that the unusual 
fonii a,^ta9Tai is put instead of a^vrmiy ^^ and that 
we acooi^dingly must translate not remiiUmiur but 
remissa sunt If Bn is taken, ttdixug^ the ologeot be- 
longing to y^d^Uy is indeed close at hand ; but the 
mea!mng thus obtained is very unsuitable and out of 
place. Only by supposing Ert to be a eausal con- 
junction we obtain a sense which is suitable to ike 
cofitext. But to what is liien /f o^m, being without 
an ol]gect,'to be referred? Some auth(»i8, as fbr 
example Carpzovius, rder it along with the fallowing 
7^. and iiy^a-^ to the particular exhortation of v. 1^, 
as itsipiH»per ohjtecttve proposMon. Buti this w^nld 
be too intri^Ate fbr St. John's style. Thcl^ remains 
no other -altemative, 'than either antithedoaHy to 
tygix'^/a to'ivfer^it to ail that- is to be- written there- 
after, and then the absence of the object 'is inest 
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•«&Wi»er^ QftsmBUfii, 34^.36. 
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refer ittdnli'thiiiliias preened r tvhk^hitfy^lM^ tmo 
modes'iof '(Jioitttnlftiig'deserres the prefbiettets^ can 
first b«' deeSdfed when ty^»^ in v. IB aiid'I)4» is ex- 
plained. Bat Y#'12,'sepetPately! coosidered^ can give 
no other ntanring than thw/ ^ I write to you children 
(t. e. I exhort you to a pure Christian life,) because 
your sins are ft)rgiven, fdr his (t. e. Christ's, v. 6, 7» 
8) name's sake ; that is, either, because yon have an 
interest in the redemption through Christ, and thus 
being free from sin, are rendered able to walk in the 
light of the new life — ^which the unredeemed, who 
are still fettered in darkness cannot do-^-or, (and this 
meaning appears to me preferable) because, now 
having been purified and liberated from sin through 
Christ, and having become children of the light, you 
also remain pure and free from sin, and must walk 
worthily as the chUdren of the light, cfr. Col. i. 8, 
iii. 1, sqq. The wofict abrov, for the sake of which 
(for the belief in which) sins are forgiven, means 
the name, the dignity of Christ as Saviour. 

If or/ is a causal conjunction in v. 12, it is like- 
wise causal in v. 13 and 14. Were we to take it 
iibixta^y it would here, too, give an unsuitable mean- 
ing. 

The first two ^^a^ws in v. 13, are in critical re- 
spect satisfactorily established. But the last y^d^oi 
is not so. Several important authorities of Gries- 
bach's put iy^a-y^/a instead of it — and this reading I 
think preferable. T^dpca mars the undoubtedly in- 
tended symmetry of the propositions, v. 12, 13, 14, 
and this reading appears partly to have arisen from 
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and p«rtl8rtfirQj«iitJ>i%fthatry^|12,iWWi'|50t>pWen^^ 
uiicoiui«j3<^ m(Lhyth^^iymmi^tnfi^ iwf^tioa; but 

^7^a^W three tb»«9J^pe4sle4)ffu»d^\c|or9espaQdi«gwilik 

Now, to whatsoever iy§<kpof in .v. 18 r^&nsi even to 
that df^eathetwicQ t^OAtedt'^^ft^ii^'M. Id: alp(>r«fcrr 

St.! J^n^ having, ia vhJS ad^osfif^d-^hifi! rQjBuler9<u>lr 
lectlypljfy in n li9t> cJb^ipg.theRi fM^cwding to their 
age, ]^,4^pepMii^y: fijT^t ftdcbresse^ the fathens tin the 
^i^^9ga^tH)iis» mii ithen. the >^0iiMih9» Ta ^ fonuar 
he^isays; that he wa^ite^. ty 1^m,« {MTf^piipsii^g that 
they,haive.Teoog?ii4ed Mm who.\fafl' €rom. tb^ begini^ 
ning rh i^'.^^ii, cfi*« Ju !,«•«• the EedecBoo^r, v. 12, 
the JU^d,, (Stf Paul womld have saidr^ xvgi^ the 
hea4 of the congregation)) and that they^ in ^^onforr 
°^ty..M^ith this reoognition, must feel themselves 
be^und to. walk in the lighti as he did walk in the 
light; but io th^ latter^ he sayfi> that he writes to 
theiBy .presupposing, that they have already vanquish- 
ed theeyjll one, {rb mv^h) the prince of thifi world* 
and.apc»^^diAg)y» ^ bie^ng redeemed^ and^wairrii^ x^f 
Christ, they now had both strength and motive com-r 
pletf^yrrto, extri^tieithemselv^N from.da}du)e80;pnd 
frqm sip«,( .»,ij t«iJ» :»•'•• •.•-• - si!...'.".-.-- t^' .^ 

eve^ : il^Wt;, sgert^al^ If hieh > prB#«M»Oae» 
tempcirM!wdf*ig9o4fFUl»,,and oe^y ^p«»#«^ hfttw 
inevitaMe consequence oi that hypotifiesis. And 
since the different ages in the congregations have 
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mthbkg'hAk'b6'mbM''pi^p%rMih^ vi6tAt6t, iihan ^ 
siddr0i9 Aiditf^ «(y dliidi dtea 'specially, «tid e^ort 
tlMt^-iuMtM^ii^tO'liieii^dlffisrtot wants aad ebarac- 
tcm. ' Tkis^tB 'iviAJlr ^ JdhSt do^s m this place, and 
St»Patt)rMldi{r8^a'Siri!dki*^lkkn, E{th. iv. 1 ; v. 1, sqq., 
8 >^ifOf« Tit^r ih 3^ s^q*^ and in ot^er places. 

- Ooii8doiuiMB» <of Ibrgiveness of ans, and tff <re- 
demption through CbrieU, (s the • very first firinc^ple 
and eoDfltenodDMHt of' Ghiistian life. Aecordiri|^y, 
to tfab tiieuparaolettS'«if Sti Jelknis first appti^'v. 
liL i£tit the- belief in the Lord) and the c^n" 
sorooBn^fs.oC redeiliption by him, is IbUcm^- by 
the indis^eneailde strife against the worid atid ^its 
prince) the evil onet as also by an inorea^ng'kiioir- 
ledge of the Son of God. Now, as Chiigtian wis*' 
dom, experience, and knowledge, are speeially esf- 
peoted to be found with the fathers in the tsongrega- 
tioB ; -so also die strife against the evil ()ne, iL e.the 
Christiaa prowess, most specially with the youth, 
which is ' most tempted by the world and it6 lusts.' 
Theialhratteement in Christian life, is a progressive 
kttwrledge o£ Christ, and a constant victory of the 
evil one ; tiie expressions syvdtxars aitd vsvuc^xecn al* 
hide to this. 

Some authors suppose ror &it' oi^^i i(deemipg such 
a sense more appropriate in an address to ^iruiig^) to 
mean God, the Ancient of Dayn, as he^ is called by 
IkattekmUB;2lSi But the'fitnesv'^'thb ex^hilia- 
tioR'ih so ii«p:fk«fm being obvious, that th^' allcrdon in 
rflnr^ to the Ancient t>f Days, wotild,ind0ed,*not be 
feee' frmtt impropriety. 18t. John neltet applies to 



God any otjier. designatiQAithan.fMtiw'ii'dA^iCurf'^lWB- 
r%. Moreover^ Daniel's e^^fmsMQar^^lSTP ')^r)9«>^!Tar 
Xoiog ii/M$^m, has a quite differaat oieipiBg ftren our 
ie do^^ As an aUusipa to. Cbrist, iomp^diaMy 
precedes in y. 12, as the aatithesw fiv ^roM^bli woaM 
apply with more propriety to Christ thim* is» God^ 
and as the words I h o/k d^n^ L 1, is an iind9«ht« 
ed parallel passage, the words before us mustneces-* 
sanly be referred only to Christ* 

Others are of opinion, that the weeds kywaitmri rhv 
a<9p a^ijg denote the personal acquaintanoe of the 
fathers of the congregation with Christ. But, in the 
congregations of Asia Minor, at this period, there 
could hardly be any body who had personally known 
the Lord, except St. John himself. And if we ad-* 
mit that a few such might have existed, how could 
St. John, without distinction, say to all the fathers, in 
this sense : syyutxan rhv aic a^x^^ ^ Neither would 
he have said lyvwxarg, nor rhv dw a^;^3f, but for the 
former he would have put sw^xare, or scnne such 
word, and for the latter 'Ifiaovv Xp. And, finally, it 
cannot be supposed that this Apostle, spiritual as he 
is, in the most elevated sense of the word, should 
consider the personal acquaintance xarcb ad^xa of a 
few with the Lord, as being of any importance, and 
that he should have placed such a knowledge of Chrst 
as equally essential, in a parallel with vMxfixart rw 
irwfi^hv and syv(axitTi rhv imrs^cu 

More particularly the ancient interpreters, consider 
the words ^ari^^, KsawVxo/, icdt^Oy as figurative desig- 
nations of the different grades of Christian know- 
ledge and morality. The only one of these that 
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could' be iso und^tobdf' Would, "Jp^rhap^, b6 kaiMuy 
^'V Ght:Wvr1 2»; 'buf'grf i^^l^mi''i^lkUi and 
ndyikbi'^KU, Mr^-^fe^lilijf'iWtHlfe'fcohfeit^^urtk^ in- 
admissible. The supposition, moreover, that SJ. John 
is here ^|)eakih^ of^S^iit grad^lonsv of Cliiristian 
kttOWk^ Wd ihdrdlfty i^ riltik^ely' en^rieous. "Here 
he sjp^^tks, ndt~t>f' these; btit only of certafn 'moral and 
spifHtiad di^o^iti(fns; Whi6h pr^ddnnnkte in the dif- 
iteifeht a^es^ojf'hini^ii hfe:- The word' -rd/^/o, toO, as 
wiH be iihrfifidiafeliy sfiewii, dofes'iiiot here deiiote 
diildi'6il, And 'thus dieiiifa^tiile degree of tnoWIedge 
is done away. ''And as to the fathers and tiie' youths : 
the knowledge of ehrWt, arid tlie victory over ISatan, 
are, indeed, different things; but the fo^ttier is no 
higher degtee of ChHstian life than tlie'ktter;* on 
th^ contrary, the one sustains and su^^orts'ihe other, 
and, where one of these elements is present,' there the 
other is also. ' *^ 

In confoftmty With the symmetrical relation be- 
twixt the triple ly^ccvj/a and the triple y^a(p'(ay '<TtMhia is 
here equivalent to mviat, v. 12, Which is St. John's 
common address. No moi'e here tlian In v. l8, does 
St. Jbhn, by 'Traidia, mean childreiil, in the ordinary 
acc^ptlttoh of the term. And for what r^eason could 
St John be [Supposed thus ebtpressly to address the 
children of the <iohgregatlon ? 'In4eed',"'it' is ssud, 
that fejiTldreti, without akiy funhei tnowleilge of God, 
stih arb able to recognise and love Kiin as yaMer, and 
that the words ytvutsyu r. vp^rsga most s^it^b^y express 
this infantine knowledge of God* Put here, 4rari)p 
expresses, no. infantine notion,, but it has, as every- 
where in the epistle, i. 2, 3 ; ii. 1, 23, and elsewhere, 



a reference t9^.Cihriptj<;^9,.^oif,.(^|?,^o^^ .Jh^. know- 
ledge o£ tbe,p,a^^^,^if ^s^^na^, S^^o^hi^ 8»re)y, 

°ft W»^tS^B5^W%?>9ftil^^ WlAld ex. 

r.^l^op, . , b^tw^eo ^ * Off . ^7f ^^aj^i . ^ ^>r ^ ^ff%06 ,<ii^ ar/ 

in thi^: t^t.tl^^ l9>o:«flpdge,pf jfh^.Efitker, wbojfrom 
lov^^^as^^s^tbis, $<^ ^ Savi9ny: ini;Q t^e .world, 
cf^n^o^ ^d, qdvanfe$ iik)^g lyitb th^ conscious- 
n€99j^of forgiy^pes^ pf ^ips %o^gli Christ. , . 

Jy^ajt region is. Jj^ere ^ betw^^i the triple 57ga-4/a " 

T<jt suppose that iy^^^a allufl^ to an earlier, now 
pjer^aps Jost epistl^^^^ ojrtp.the earlier written gos- 
^Sf^'t^fy is inadmissible ; the pfirallel between the triple 
lygcL'^Oj or/, &C., and the triple y^d^Uy Sr/f &c» would 
be t(^p ^identical , Since. St. John refers iy^aik-^a^ as 
Qften as he uses it elsewhere in the epistle^ to this 
present epistle,. as in verse. 21, 26 ; v. 13, it mus^ her^ 
too be referred to it. But fpr what purpose then 
sure thje,. same propo^itipns, with little mpdiQcations, 
repefit^d: ap^ mojfo, ^uspjeciallyfor whftt purppse is 
thfB vai^^fon o;f ^ja^w and l^il/a i^trodupe^,?, 
. On account (jf t^e grjeat (ftflSculty qf find^ put 
the right meaning^ pf this repptitioyi ancl.K'Wtion, 
we miffiit feel incline^,: with Calvin and W- Wall,** 

^ Bee Michaeti8*8 lioie ph tnis pas^ager. ' 

6> The formfef iri ' hli'X[Joilimi '611' tWs tjassdg^ V ' l^e Tatte* fn 
the Not Crit. ad NAT., p. 370. 
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to consider the whole of v. 14 as an interpolation. 
Calvin ascribes this interpolation to the misunder- 
standing of ignorant readers, who, erroneously sup- 
posing that, in the precedii^ verses, the children 
were twice addressed by the word rsxita in v. 12, 
and by 'sraidia in v. 13,* had supplied in v. 14 the 
other propositions thus apparently wanting. Wall 
supposes that the whole of v. 14 owes its origin to a 
mere marginal varia lectio to v. ld» subsequently re- 
moved into the body of the text by transcribers. 
The omission of the words E/^a^f/a biib ororf^e;, or/ 
lyvuiTLan rh wk &^x^^ ^ some copies, would render 
this conjecture highly probable, if these copies 
were more numerous and important,^' and if also 

the latter part of the verse, ty^. u/jS^ navlitMt 

rh9 voffi^U were omitted in any copy at all. But this is 

not the case, and the omission of the words 1/^. 

rhv 6i.fr a^fjg is easily explained from their ofMtoii- 
Xeurovf with v. 13. If v. 14 were spurious, or in- 

* t. e. with a prefixed ty^^J/m; for thus it is apparent that 
Calvin must have read iy^a^pm and not y^«f «, in the kst place of 
V. 13, viz: y^^tt v/uv irm^ta. — TratuL 

^'^ With the exception of some' editions of the New Testa- 
ment, for example, CompL Plant, and the Vulgate, ed. (^contra 
codices, sa^ Wetstein), this omission occorSj according to Ben- 
gel and MiU, only in Cod. Bas. 3, of the 16th century. Ac* 
cording to Wetstein this is Bas. 4. But Wetstein finds in this 
MS. no omission here, but in v. 13, where the words y^u^m 
ifuv irari^ist 'f* tytttt^ri tIv ««•* &^X^f ^^ omitted, 

[Thus it appears, that direct critical authority there is none, 
for the omission of the first part of v. 14, if Bengel and Mill 
are mistaken as to Cod. Bas. 3. — TranaL 

•f Rather identity than ifiMtriXutTtPt all the words in the for- 
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troduced after the manner supposed by WaH or by 
Calvin, its existence, without any omission, in all 
the most ancient and most important authorities of 
all kinds, is almost inconceivable. 

Since the critique afibrds no remedy, no other al- 
ternative remains than to suppose, that St. John had 
introduced this rq)etition for some emphatieal pur- 
pose, perhaps in iM^er to enforce this : that not only 
what stiH is to be written in this epistle, or what he 
even now is writing, but also that which already is 
written (similariy sy^a-^a is used in ii. 26 ; v. 13), 
and consequently the whole epistle rests on the sup* 
position, that they altogether, fathers as well as 
youths, are true Christians, and constantly endeavour 
to make farther progress in Christianity.*' 

Kthe reading, iy^-^a hfiiy, ^a/d/a, ver. 13, which we 
have adopted, and our explanation of it too, is ccnrect : 
the repetition doses with the words sy^-^a vfta^f 
Haviffjcoi in ver. 14, and a third member of the repeti- 
tion is neither to be expected, nor is it conceded in 
the words ly^oL'^ xifia^j vtaif/ffitoi, nor its omission to be 
explained from any historical circumstance or parae- 
netic design.®* 

The amplification of the proposition or/ vswx^xart 
rhv 'jrovvi^hy^ by the addition or/ ta^u^oi e<fn xa/ 6 X6yog 
r. S. (cfr. i. 10) h v/iiy fimi is thus to be understood: 
Unless we are fiuthful to the gospel {to the word of 



mer part of both Yeises beiqg the otme, with the exception of 

^ Cfr. CaloTius on this passage. 
^^ See WolTs Curse on this passage. 
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God) we can, according to St. John, have no Christian 
prowess, and not gain any victory over the world and 
the evil one. 

By xotr/iMgy ver. 15, sqq., the infidel heathen world 
cannot be meant.^^ No doubt St. John sometimes 
uses the word in that sense. But here that notion 
would be too restricted, and the injunction, not to 
love the world in this sense, would be an unpardon- 
able particularism ; the words ra iv r^ x6<f/i(f)y as 
also ver. 16, and 17, are against such an interpretation. 
As here placed opposite to the TaTri^ and ^sbf, the 
Invisible and Eternal, 6 xoc/Log can only denote the 
visible, sensual and perishable and carnal desires ex- 
isting in the world, cfr. ver. 16, 17. In order not to 
misunderstand St. John, as if he forbade every pleasure 
and enjoyment of the world, which is God's work, 
we ought to observe that he here speaks of the two 
mutually exclusive principles of love. St. John does 
not prohibit the enjoyment of the world universally, 
or in as &r as it remains subordinate to the love of 
God, and to Godly principle, and allows itself to be 
ruled by the latter — he only forbids the love of the 
world as a predominating principle in man, and in 
as far as it destroys and excludes the love of God. 

Ver. 16 and 17, by which the exhortation of ver. 15 
is more firmly established, are grounded on this pre- 
supposition, that the true Christian must only be 
ruled and impelled by the love of God, as the eternal 
light, i. 5, and that he must neither know nor desire 
any higher good than eternal life. Whatever draws 
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This, however, is Lange^s opinion. 
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man away from the love of God, whatever may cause 
the loss of etemsJ life, that St. John presupposes the 
true Christian wiU, in as far as he recognizes it as 
such, shun of his own accord. 

K6cii*og being here, that which excites sensual lust, 
and that which is desired by it : St John calls the 
wordly things, (ra h rp »6<f/M(f)) s'sri^v/Miag, or LustSy 
and here the act of desiring, and that which is de- 
sired, the subjective and the objective notion seem 
to coincide, yet after such a manner, that the former 
predominates. *lS.m^Mfua cannot here be considered 
as purely objective, and denoting only the physical 
things of the world. Would St. John, in that case, 
have said, that ntav h rCt xo(r/c&^ is not of the Father ? 
So understood, this proposition would have an air of 
Manicheism. 

Of the BTi^vfiiou Mtffit jtat (Tit. ii. 12), more by way 
of example, than as fully exhausting ^av rh h rtfi 
?i6afA(f)y St. John mentions here only three. But these 
are even the principsJ points of worldy lust. 

In ansJogy with lcr«^. ruf 6(p^a,\/Muyy rvjg ffa^xhg 
must not here be considered as a genitive of the object 
^that which is desired), but rather as a genitive of the 
subject, (that which desires.) Sa^g, when put anti- 
thetically to 'irvsvfLa in the New Testament, and also 
with St. John, means the sensual principle in man 
generally ; that which brings him in contact with the 
world of sense, andimpellshim to desire things worldly. 
Thus here too. Accordingly, by HV/^u,a/a rr^g aapxlg 
no other thing can be meant here, but what the 
Apostle Paul means by it. Gal. v. 16, sqq., viz. the 
carnal sensual lust in general, which is the contrast 
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of ^rnvfAari Tt^ivarth and Ayu^aty c£r. Bphes. ii. 3« 
1 Petii. 11. 

What here is meant by l«v^. r^^ ^^^mX/ao/v, rightly 
translated by Lather by Aftgmihtsty we best ascertain 
by comparing Matt. y. 29, Grenes. iii. 6, and above 
all, that passage in the Testament of the twelve 
patriarchs, where, among the seven spirits of seduction, 
infvftM 6^d&iMgy fis^' fg yhnreu l^/^u/u/a is mentioned 
as the second.^^ As <fA,^^ is the principle and source 
of all sensual desires in man, so the eyes are the 
gates, as it were, of that sensusJ last, whose object 
is the external worid. 

It is more difficult to determine, what the aXa^ors/a 
Tov fim means. By ^iog St. John understands the ex- 
,temal life of sense, cfr. iii. 17 ; Luke viii. 14, where 
we find i)btiv(t) row jS/ou.®^ 'AXa^oi'g/ot, with the Greeks, 
denotes every kind of ostentation and arrogance. 
Now, as Polybins, in enumerating the elements of the 
increasing internal corruption of a state, besides f iXc- 
vuxia. and pKne^iet, more specially mentions a luxu- 
rious, proud, and arrogant mode of life,^^ 19 ^e^i rou; 
fimg aXaj^ovf/a xat croXursXf/a, and in another place^^ 
pourtrays dXa^ovs/o, when joined with axa/^/et, as ar- 
rogance, luxury, and extravagance ; even so St. 

^ See Test. Rub. ed. Fabr. p. 522. 

^ Polybius uses ^t siiiiilarly both in aingular and plural, 
VI. 67, § 6 ; XI. 8, 4, cfr. RapheUus' Note, p. 711. 

^ Hist. VI. 67, 6. 

^ Hist. XI. 8, 4, cfr. IV. 3, 1, when he says of the ^to- 
lians and their greediness of plunder : ' tig Up uSi^fiim fUf fft 

^•M/«f, f IwUvnTtt »m irXuftKrutiv »«j ^^uS^ iStrt /3m*. 
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John seems here by aXa^. r. 0/oU) only to mean the 
fa9tu9 vikBt as Beza expresses it, the Cioeronian magni^ 
fiei apparatus^ viUeque eulius eum eleganOa ei eopia ;f* 
in short, extravagance, ostentation, incontinence, and 
excess in sensual life ; when every carnal desire and 
every lust of the eyes is gpratified and over satiated, 
without any limit. 

But Grotius and several others understand this 
{Mkssage quite differently. By iwi% r. ga^xht, we are, 
according to them, to understand pleasure, in the re* 
stricted sense of the term, but in Grotius's opinion, 
specially, cupido camis circa qmtlcuy venirem et si quid 
simile s and in justificatioii of this opinion he adds : 
ea enim per ipsam camem expletur. 'fiff-/^. ruv 5^^. 
they suppose to mean avarice, covetousness, ^rXto- 
vfg/a.7> But dXa^. r. ]3/ou, they explain by ftXodo^ia 

^^ Cicero de Offidii, 1. 8. 

[Surely this passage of Cicero is not happily chosen here, as 
a paralleL There is hideed nothing to be found, either in the 
life or writings of Cicero which would in any degree justify the 
mppositiou, that he would have caUed " ostentation, inconti- 
qienoe, and excess in sensual life," eultum vUm eum eUganHa. 
On the contrary, it would be easy to prore that Cicero^s senti- 
ments on these subjects were not essentially different from those 
of the Apostle. See Tusc. Quiest. Lib. V. 21 and 22. Hav- 
ing in the preceding chapter described the magnificence of Dio- 
nysius*s domestic establishment, he says, in Lib. V. chap. 22, 
OMVi CULTtJ, ST vxcTU BiVMAXO CAEEBAT, SO that It plainly 
appears that Cicero did not consider extravsgance and sensua- 
lity as oulhu viUB eum eleganHa,~^Trana.] 

7^ Augustin de Sjrmb. III. 1, supposes it even to denote the 
enjoyment of heathen dramatic entertainments. In the traetat. 
on this passage, he explains it by curiositas in spectaculis, in 
theatris, in sacramentis diaboU, in magids artibus, in malefidis. 
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They say : that voluptuoumess^ cavetousnesSj (avarice) 
and ambition^ are, according to the views of the an- 
cients, the cardinal vices of man, or the sources of all 
other moral defects.^ ^ 

St. John does not here speak of any of man's car- 
dinal vices in particular, but rather of the principles, 
the sources, and the chief forms of the worldly sense 
generally. The analogy with the maxims of the 
ancients on this subject, is contrary to the context 
and purpose of our passage. If St. John meant these 
three vices in particular, why did he not express him- 
self more distinctly and more precisely ? If, how- 
ever, we would, with Grotius, take g^/^. rrig (sa^xhg 
for the pleasure of eating and drinking, for drunken- 
ness, or rather for the Greek pXridovia, in its more 
restricted sense (only the usus hquendi of the New 
Testament, with regard to ff&^^y is against this), and 
even if aXa^. r. fSlou denoted ^tXodo^ia, and nothing 
else (yet the adjoined ptov is adverse to such a sense) — 
how would it be possible to understand eiri^. rm if ^.» 
without any modifying clause being adjoined, in the 
sense of 'jeXsovi^ioy or in any way philologically to 
justify such an acceptation? As if the eye saw 
nothing more, and coveted nothing else, but money 
and property ! Grotius and Wetstdn quote Eccl. iv. 
8 ; V. 10. Prov.xxvii. 20. Matt. vi. 22, 23, in their 
support. In Matt. vi. 22, 23, however, Christ does 
not speak of avarice and covetousness, but, as is 

At all events, this is much too restricted a notion to be ad- 
missible here. 

7* See in Wetstein on this passage, quotations from the 
ancients referring to this subject. 
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shewn by the parallel, Luke xi. 34, sqq., where the col- 
location of this sentence is more apt, proverbially of 
the healthy and diseased eye of the mind, generally 
Eccl. iv. 8, seems to yield some support. Yet, if we 
examine this passage more attentively, we shall find 
that it proves only this, that covetousness also can be 
considered as lust of the eyes, and this nobody denies. 
And, at the same time, it makes this manifest, that 
St. John, if he meant ^Xgov6§/a, must have expressed 
himself more distinctly and precisely, as Salom. has 

done, for with him we read %a/ yi b<p^aKfi,hg oux 

efi^vifi/xrXaTou irKohroM, The other passages, Eccl. v. 10. 
Prov, xxvii. 20, to which may be added, Prov. xxiii. 
5 ; xxii. 9, prove nothing more than this, that the He- 
brews imagined the seat of the desires, the good,^^ 
as well as the evil, to be in the eyes. And so did 
the Greeks and Romans.^* Very natural ! The eye 
awakens a desire of things which it sees ; in the eye 
greediness, voluptuousness, envy, covetousness, are 
reflectecl, and also every other lust and joy and de- 
sire of the soul. And thus St. John does not here by 
£7/^. Tc!iv o<f)% mean only covetousness and avarice, 
but lust of the eyes of every kind. 

Because worldly lust is fond of this excuse, that 
the world is the work of God, and consequently good 
and destined for enjoyment, cfr. Wisd. ii. 6 — 9. St. 
John says — ^not of physical things, but only of world- 

" ]^3r-nito. Prov. xxvii. 20, where the LXX. translate 

^^ isee Wetstein and Grotius on this passage. 
[And Shakespear too, says : '* It is engendered in the eyes." 
Merchant of Yen. Act III. Sc 2d — Transl'\ 
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]y lusts, that they are of a worldly, earthly orig^ 
and not of God. The words ti e^t^, till the words 
rov I3hv, are to be considered as an explanatory pa^ 
renthesis to 'r&v rh h rp x6<f/i(f)y introduced to prevent 
a misunderstanding. Thus taken, the idea and con- 
struction of the sentence are quite unexceptionable 
and regular. 

Not so much the love to the world, but rather 
worldly hist, is denoted by gcri^. auTiou,^* ver, 17. The 
entire sensual, visible world, along with the lust 
which it excited perishes. In the antithesis, s<Hne- 
thing seems to be wanting, viz. this, that God is eUt" 
nal, that he is the etemsJ good. But this is latent in 
what follows.76 Xhe antithesis between perishable 
worldly lust, and the love of God, which leads to 
eternal life, St. John considered as the principal point 



SECTION FOURTH. 

CHAPTER n. 18 — 28. 

Not so much, because the heretical teachers were 
worldly men, ff but rather because the perishableness 
of the world led him to it, St. John introduces here 
the k(fy(6.T7i M^a, the approaching time of judgment, 

74 The Rabbms express it by nm vh^^t niNH or ^^larn. 
See ^ch5ttgen. Hor. Hebr. et Tahn. <m this passage. 

7« Some authorities in Griesbach, but unimportant ones in 
this case, supply at the end of the verse : ^wmutdo et deus 
manet in aternutn. 

" In that way Grotius took up the context. 
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and of the Panisia of the judging Saviour, where 
only, he can stand, who has renounced the world — 
done the will of God, and abidden in God and in 
Christ, cfr. V. 28. The paraenetical point which is 
latent in the context, is rendered more apparent by 
comparing this passage with Rom. ziii. 11, sqq., 1 
Thess. V. 1, sqq., 2 Peter iii. 1, sqq. 

As to the hxflt^ oi^oh vcr. 18, it is equally erroneous 
entirely to deny the historical relation of this expres- 
sion, and to take it up too narrowly. 

According to Schottgen and Carpzov, t(fx» ^f^ i^^ 
equivalent to xou^hg p^aXfT^;, (extremely bad times). 
But, not to mention the insignificance and irrelative- 
ness of the idea thus brought out in ver. 18, how 
can such an explanation be justified on philological 
grounds. Neither in the Old nor in the New Testa- 
ment is ]nrrK, f()%«ro;, equivalent to ^»\i'rhg or 
any similar word. When joined to u^a it never is, 
and in no place, divested of its original signifi- 
cation. The Pauline sentence : h i^drout i/ii^oug 
iv^tfwrou xou^oi ^aXfo'o/, 2 Tim. iii. 1, renders 
manifest the difierent import of these two expres- 
sions in the New Testament Classical usus to- 
quendi is supposed to &vour the above mentioned 
sense of iaxptroi in such phrases as, i^art^i x/v^- 
yf^s/K, rdisg^ara troSs/P, i^^drug dtaxitifyouy &c. But how 
different are these formulae from our f 0%an} oj^ I and 
can it escape any man's observation, that in these 
phrases, the merely indirect notion of ^dKtvht is com- 
municated to i^arov by the verbs which are joined 
to it? 

That the expression refers to time admits of no 
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doubt. It is also universally admitted that this ex- 
pression is to be explained from the phrophetic 
technical langui^e of the Jewish Messiah-theology. 
But how ? 

Grotius finds in it a phrophetic allusion to the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, which event, he thinks, was 
in apostolical phrophecy considered as the end of the 
present course of time, and the precise period for 
Christ's manifestation in judgment. But, in this case, 
the epistle must have been written before the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, since after that event the reference 
of the l<rp^. aifoe to it, must have been abandoned. 
Now, what shall we say if the epistle was written 
after the destruction of Jerusalem ? In this respect 
it is quite impossible to determine the time when it 
was written. It is possible that St. John, along with 
the other Apostles, formerly believed that the de- 
struction of the holy city would be the g(r;^arjj w^a, 
but this is certain, that at the time he wrote his gos- 
pel and this epistle, whether that was before or after 
Jerusalem's destruction, he no longer entertained this 
opinion. Grotius states in his support, Dan. ix. 

26, 27, Matth. xxiv. 6, 14, Acts ii. 17. But in none 
of these passages is tey^wrai 4^s^a/, or any similar 
term, without any thing frirther, used as equivalent to 
the destruction of the holy city. In Dan. ix. 26, 

27, and Matth. xxiv. 6, 14, the phrophetic reference 
to it is only indirectly contained ; but of Acts ii. 17 
not even so much can be said. 

Since in our passage there can nowhere be dis- 
covered even a remote allusion to the destruction of 
Jerusalem, l<J%(irjj w^a, (for which St. John in other 
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places uses F<%anj f)fis§a,) according to the ansJogy 
of 2 Tim. iii. 1 ; 1 Tim. iv. 1 ; James v. 3 ; 1 Pet. i. 
5 ; 2 Pet. iii. 3 ; Jude 18. and other places, can only 
be understood with & general reference to the Messiah, 
as denoting the end of the then present era, which com- 
menced with the first manifestation of Christ in the 
flesh, ending with his reappearance in judgment, cfr. 

'• S. ,^c^„ ..„ „ ,„. «i, ,. 

founded are in substance as follows : 

The Jewish Messiah-theology divided the entire 
era of the world, rovg aiuvag, into the present and the 
future Aeon.78 The end of the present era, at which 
the long-wished for Messiah was to appear, to redeem 
his people, judge the nations, and commence his do- 
minion on earth, the Jews called yp or »^id, or n^'nnK 
D^n^n, rh rsXoj, vffre^ot xat^oi, ttsyarai fifis^atj l<rp^. «^a, 
&c.^^ Evil and difiicult times, replete with moral 
corruption, pseudoprophecies, war and devastations, 
and other such calamities, by which the manifesta- 
tion of the Messiah would be as much externally 
hindered, as internally promoted, were considered as 
a sure sign of the coming of the Messiah. Now, as 
all felicity was connected with the person of the 
Messiah, there early arose a notion of combining in 
one ideal person, in a countert3^e of the Messiah, 
afterwards called the antichrist, all the calamities of 
the above-mentioned evil and distressing times, all 
anti-Messiahnic sway and power. This notion, which 
was sometimes more, sometimes less crude and ma- 

^^ See Koppe Ezc I. on Epist. Ephes. p. 138, sqq. 

79 eee Schottgen. Hor. Heb. et. Talm. on 2 Tim. iii. 1. 
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terial, was founded on Ezekiel's fiction of Grog, and 
on Daniel's description of the antichristian Antioehus 
Epiphanes.®^ As in the proverb, << Whenneed is greats 
est aid is nearest," the Jewish Messiah-theology con- 
cluded, from the growth of the antichristian principle, 
that the end was fast approaching, and that Christ, 
the Saviour, was about to appear. 

These notions, and their various forms, passed 
over together with the idea of the Messiah, into the 
New Testament The fundamental ideas, as well as 
their former concatenations remained the same ; but 
their contents, their meaning and extent, as well as 
also their internal relations, in detail, were changed. 
Since Christ had appeared in the flesh, since he al- 
ready had commenced his kingdom on earth, and had 
returned to his father, the Messiahnic eras and epochs 
necessarily obtained, with Christians, another signi- 
fication, and entered into another relation to the his- 
tory of the devcrlopment of Christ's kingdom. Thus 
the aidiv (Xrog of the Jews, in which the Messiah and 
his kingdom were only expected — ^became, in the 
New Testament, the time of the earthly establish- 
ment and development of Christ's kingdom, the 
foundation to which had already been laid in tribula^ 
tions and strife against the unchristian world. But 
the l<'%an} 6u^a, in which the Jews expected the first 
manifestation of the Messiah, and the first institution 
of his kingdom, became now, in the hope of Chris- 
tians, the end of God's kingdom militant on earth, 

w See Schmidt's Bibl. of Crit. and Exeg., Vol. I. p. 26, sqq. 
De Wette's Bibl. Theologie, § 198 ; Bertholdt's Chriatologia. 
§16. 
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at which Christ was to reappear^ in the glory of his 
Father, to judge the world, and, finally, to accomplish 
the victory of his kingdom. Thus, too, the idea of 
antichrist obtained a more spiritual import, and a 
purer moral signification. But the tiansformation 
and complete Christianizing of these Jewish notions 
of the Messiah was, with the Apostles, only effected 
by degrees. Thus the Apostles, not having taken 
up the ^Kpressions of our Lord on the subject, in a 
manner sufficiently spiritual, at first formed a very 
material conception of the reappearance of Christ, 
and imagined that it was very soon to take place. 
They made chronological calculations, and connect- 
ed it with some external signs of the times or other, 
in a manner somewhat arbitrary. Undoubtedly the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and of the Jewish com- 
monwealth, which had been foretold by the Lord, 
must hasten the reappearance of Christ in the spirit- 
ual sense of that term, and promote the prosperity of 
his kingdom; this, event, too, was indeed and in 
truth a glorious act of that oecumenic jurisdiction 
which he had continually exercised since he appeared 
as the life and light of the world. But the Apostles^ 
full as they were in the beginning with the expecta- 
tions of sense, and looking without sufiicient per- 
spectives into the future, saw, in the destruction of 
Jerusalem, the close of the developm^it of Christ's 
kingdom, and the visible manifestation of their ardent- 
ly wished for Lord in a final oecumenic judgment. 
And, in a like manner, they at first took up the idea 
of antichrist, rather sensually, politically, and accord- 
ing to Jewish doctrines. But particularly after 
Jerusalem had been destroyed, and the Lord had 
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not visibly appeared ; and as they continuaQy gain- 
ed a more profound knowledge of the essence and 
true purpose of the person and kingdom of Christ, 
their hopes respecting the Messiah became ever 
more and more spiritual ; and although they did not 
relinquish the hope of surviving to witness personally 
the Lord's return, they gradually ceased to calculate 
the precise time, and to seek beyond the internal 
sphere of Christ's kingdom, in accidental and arbi- 
trarily interpreted political events of every kind, the 
signs and conditions of that Parusia, which they ever 
more and more understood in a spiritual sense. In 
the ApocsJypse, indeed, we still find the more 
material view of the subject, yet dressed in a poetic 
language, which indicates the more spiritual sense. 
But St John, in the gospel and epistle, has manifestly 
attained the more elevated point of view. It is true, 
he seems to consider the coming of Christ as near, 
even in respect of time — ^but how far is he, in the 
gospel as well as in the epistle, from adopting such 
a view of it as might please the senses !* The anti- 
christ he considers as the principle of falsehood, and 
of worldly life in general, resisting the truth and the 
kingdom of Christ ; and the signs and conditions of 
Christ's reappearance, he only finds in the internal 
laws, and in the opposition to the laws of the king- 
dom of God, in the growth of antichristian corruption, 
in the progressive xoifftg of light from darkness, and 
between the world and the children of God. 

f 

* The Author has not here quoted any particular passage of 
the gospel. It seems not unlikely that he more particularly 
alludes to John xxi. 23. — Transl. 
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Christ himself had foretold of pseudo-prophets 
in the church, Matt. xxiv. 11, 24. Mark xiii. 22, 23, 
Subsequently, St. Paul had, more specially in the 
congregations of Asia Minor, predicted the growing 
corruption of the antichristian -^tudog. Acts xx. 29, 
30. 2 Tim. iii. 1, sqq. Now when that, which St. 
Paul had prophecied actually happened, when the 
antichristian disorder manifested itself, ever more 
and more boldly in Asia Minor, took root even with- 
in the congregations, and thus continually became 
more dangerous : — St. John puts his readers in mind 
that this phenomenon ought not to surprize them, in 
as much as they had heard (both from himself and 
others), and must know that the antichrist was to 
come, sf%erai, and that Christ's manifestation in judg- 
ment was conditioned by the antichrist's previous 
coming, cfi*. 2Thes. ii. 3. From the appearance of 
many antichrists, (anti-christian heretics ocvr/^. ^oXXa/ 
yiyomotv), St. John concludes the presence and activity 
of the antichrist xar s^op^ijv, and from that again the 
near approaching Parusia of Christ, Srt ctrp^. w^os 

The expression. 6 dvri^tarog only occurs in the 
Epistles of St. John, (here and ver. 22 ; i v. 3. 2 Epist. 
7, where it is found in juxtaposition with 6 irXdvog.) 
The origin of this name for an idea, with which the 
Jewish doctrine of the Messiah had long been fami- 
liar, is obscure. It appears to have first arisen in the 
apostolic age, and indeed among those whose native 
language was Greek.^* This name is unknown to 

^^ The Rabbinic passage in Bertholdfs Christol. p. 71, note 
2, 18 remarkable : there we read : Hie erit adversarius ]t9TZ;n 
quern nominabunt antichristum. 



176 INTEBFliETATION OF THE FIBST EPISTLE. 

St. Paul ; but St. John seems to presuppose its being 
known. 

The signification and use o£ the Pauline o cmt/xc/- 
fLtvog^ 2 Thess. ii. d, is similar. Both are coUeetiTe 
notions ; but as St. Paul speaks of many dvrnui/Mvotf 
so also St. John speaks of many avri^tsrw, meaning 
the individual manifestations of the antiehristian 
principle, 6 dvri^tifrog. The Pauline dvnxeifiswif how- 
ever, seems to belong to an earlier stage of the notion 
than St. John's aH-/;^^i(rro^. St Paul, in 2 Thess. ii. 
1, sqq., seems to have meant a hostile principle, to 
Christianity, toUhoui the Christian oonmiunion, or 
the cruel, persecuting violence of heathenism, seduc- 
ing Christians to apostacy. St. John, on the con- 
trary, speaks of the principle of falsehood and here- 
tical seduction, resisting the truth of the gospel wUh" 
in Christ's church : this accordingly, is more an in- 
ternal and spiritual enmity.®^ The Pauline anti- 

^' GrotiuB supposes antichrist in our passa^, to mean Bar 
Kochba. Calovius has. already shewn how false that opinion is, 
cfr. V. 19, 22. The difference betwixt St. Paul's ifTtX; and 
St. John's i»r$x* Grotius explains thus : The former is, says 
he, qui deo summo se hostem profitetur; the latter, qui se 
Christum faoit, • n^iyUj^t^rn* And, in like manner, he says* 
that with the Greeks • Afrtfimnkm is, u qui falso se regem di- 
cit But, not to mention St. John's own explanation of anti- 
christ, ver. 22, and iv. 3, which is contrary to that of Grotius, 
the word dwrtfiatfftktvs in analogy with d»riit»»t and rnvrifiax^f* 
&c., originally denotes opposition king, counter king. The 
verb dfTtficwiXtvt/ occurs in this sense with Joseph. De Bello, 
Jud. iv. 7> 1* Bionys. of Halikarnees, uses the word ttvri^m^, 
in the sense of interrez, but not as ^tt^t^mrtXtiuf these two 
are very different notions. Beausobre in his ** Remarques," in 
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Christ was more particularly the external and general 
opposition of non- Christianity against Christianity ; 
but St John's denoting a higher stage of the Chris- 
tian x^htgy seems rather to indicate a more profound 
and internal antithesis among the Christians them- 
selves, between^ truth and falsehood, between true 
faith and its counterfeit. 

Inver. 19, the heretics are characterized as having 
formerly been Christians. St. John writes as a 
Christian to Christians, and indeed, chiefly to con- 
verted heathens, and consequently ig rifji^uv l^rjT^^ov 
cannot mean, <' they have proceeded from among the 
Jews." Neither does l^r,}^ov denote either the in- 
ternal or external origin of the antichrists, but, as is 
distinctly shewn by the subsequent fisfis^TiKntfavj their 
going out, and their separation from the Christian 
communion, and their doing this of their own accord 
and from internal motives. St. John here evidently 

part justifies the explanation of Grotius, by Aristophanes's «»- 
TiXiwy, which, (as the Homeric drriBtot, Godlike,) signifies 
Lionlike, *W*. t. 1044, ed. Dindorf. But such a sense of the 
composition with «»ri is more rare. The notion of opposition 
or contrast commonly predominates in it. In the passage of 
Aristophanes, a joke is contained, and the Homeric ivri^at al- 
so denotes a counter god, (Where? — TV.) Both meanings 
are at all events cognate, as in the German word Gegenstiick, 
Engl, counterpart In the Acta Martyr, ed. Galura, Tom. I. p. 
339, with reference to 2 Cor. xi. 14, the antichrist is explain- 
ed by quasi Christus. Hippolytus De Antichristo, s^ 17, p. 7. 
Ed. Fabr. gives a similar explanation. Beausobre also refers 
to this. But these explanations and interpretations of the 
term, being more modem, prove nothing with regard to the 
sense in which it was used by St. John. 

N 
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distinguishes between- an intetmal asd realt and a 
merely external and appaTvni.€3mBtiBii'itaamkVBi<m, 
He who 'bdongs to ^e- formed can never ngiUi Icnf- 
sake it ; their fidtb^ and that vpirit wfdx;hf lA- «bom of 
God holds them fast. Even this was 'H g«eat > cobmo* 
latioh fqr those, who, by the appearaace* of error and 
unbehef in the midst of the community of the &ifebr 
ful, might feel any doubt respecting the pow^ /and 
truth of the gospel. But St. John adds ajiother>6tiIl 
greater consolation and comfort, yiz., that.thia phe^ 
nomenon is not accidental, or even dfelriutenlal to 
Christ's faithful community, and that, on the contrary, 
it is absolutely reqiured for the acotan^shment oi 
the divine xf /V/^ betwixt truth and semblance, betwixt 
light and darkness, and that it promotes that K^Utif^ 
That this x^ifftg took place, even amoi^ the Chrifl«- 
tians themselves, was owing to the mode and manner 
in which Christ's community must be gathered from 
among the world, and formed in the world ; the for- 
mation proceeded firom without, inwarc(^ it appro- 
priated even the slightest commencement and germ 
of faith, and continued its advancement without any 
encroachn^nt on individual liberty. 

Before the words ha ^avs^u^tftv (not ^ayf^«^^^, a 
reading adopted by certain authorities, that have not 
• understood the Greek idiom of the construction,) 
we ought to supply tovto lyinro. The d>.Xa before 
ha is likewise elliptical, and refers to a possible ob- 
jection that might be made by scrupulous minds. 

If the readers, at a time when so many antichrists 
appeared, were solicitous about the integrity of their 
own faith, they received from St. John, ver. 20, the 
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M<^ afituvan496i wtti iconsolation respecting it» This 
vene eontains a 'contrail to y«]% 19, and thus xgm is 
reiideml advenatiTe. We may see from iii. 24, com- 
pared witii iu 27, (where the Vatican MS. has the 
gl<M» y^tgfML, f<v x^itf/ULy) that by the words xS'Of^ 
Mt6iiAyi(Af is meant the Holy Ghost, the Spirit of 
Chii^ I There is no allusion here to the anointing of 
the AtUetes before the %ht, such an allusion would 
be too £iNfetdied-^but mnch more simply the sense 
and the figure of the expression may be thus ex- 
plained^ as Christ, the Holy One, cfr. Acts iii. 14, 
Apoei^ iii. 7, is anointed with the Holy Ghost, (cfir. 
Ps. xlv* 8 ; Isa« Ixi. 1 ; 1 Kings xix. 16,) and with refe- 
rence to this, is xar f^o;^i;v, called, 6 X^icrhg, even so may 
the true fellows of Christ, be designated as << those, 
who have been annointed with the Holy Ghost." ^^ 
To every true Christian the Holy Ghost was com- 



" THe custom of anointing those who were to be baptized 
with holy oil, which was not apostolical^ but perhaps had be- 
come universal, even in the second century, is, by Tertullian, 
De Baptismo, cap. 7, in the Constit. Apostol. Lib. III. cap. 
17, and in other places, considered to have reference to the 
i^eoeption of the Holy Ohost, and its explanation is deduced 
from the above mentioned concatenation of ideas. The author 
of the Resp. ad Orthod. Quaest. 137, says : x^f^^^* "^V ^«>-«<f 
iXoMf 7ms yiWfAtSa ;^f/«'r«i. It is evident that St. John could 
not allude to this custom, and not indeed think of any actual 
unction. But perhaps this very passage has become the apos- 
tolical and fsmoaical basis, on which this custom was subse- 
quently founded, and now this custom, in its turn, thrown 
^<nQe light on this sentence of St* John. 



180 INTEBPBETATION OF THE FIB8T EPISTLE. 

municated, he was filled with Christ's Spirit. He 
received this gift as boob as he entered into the 
Saviour's communion, and was conscious of possess- 
ing it, as long as he continued in that communion. 
This is the main point of the idea. As the c(Hn- 
munication of the Holy Ghost to the fidthful, was 
effected in baptism by the lapng on of hands, cfr^ 
Acts viii. 15; X. 44, some authors have supposed 
that St. John here refers to that ceremony. ®^ But 
the idea is put with too much simplicity and open- 
ness for such a purpose, and St. John addresses him- 
self too much to the pres^it consdousness of his 
readers, to bring out this allusion in strong relief> 
though it might possibly have its place in the back- 
ground. In as much as the Holy Ghost, the Spirit 
of Christ, (2 Cor. iii. 17, 18 ; Ephes. iii. 16 ; Phil, i; 
29,) is by Christ himself called the ^fnrit of truth, 
who was to teach his disciples and guide them into 
all truth, Gosp. St. John xiv. 17 ; xv. 26 ; xvi. 13, we 
find here, in conformity with these declarations, xai 
c/oarg 'TGLVTu, viz. all that concerns the truth of the 
gospel. 

For such as are well skilled in the truth, and 
established in faith, no prolix warning or explana- 
tion is required, a brief indication is sufficient. For 
this reason the Apostle says in verse 21. o-uxsy^, bftav^ 
(viz. of the heretics, cfr. verse 26.) 'AX^Se/a herere- 

®* See Schol. Matihai on this passage, p. 220, where xV'^f*^ 
is referred to baptism ; also Bretschneid. Lexicon, under the 
word xV'f^y where it is referred to the ;^wg«r#w«. 
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1^ to the Christian truth xolt i|o%i)v* to the gospel. 
Kal 6ri mv -^Mog is to be connected with oldare ;* 
it is its second object. Grotius finds in the words, 
<raii — ol. the Hebrew expression for a universal nega- 
tion. But they are so used in the New Testament too, 
even when the negation precedes,®^ cfr. Rom. iii. 
'20, and other places. The heretics mingled truth 
and falsehood together ; the true Christian carefully 
discrinunates the one from the other, and will only 
receive unadulterated truth. This is implied in the 
words or/ mv •4>8D$o& sx rr^i dX^jSe/a; o&x stfr/. 

St. John characterizes and confutes the chief er- 
ror of the heretics only allusively in ver. 22, 23. The 
meaning of the interrogative, ver. 22, is : quis est, 
qui meliarijure mendax et impostor sit dicendus, as 
Grotius explains it, adding comparate enim hoc su- 
mendum. This is the sum, the supreme degree of all 
denial of truth (t. e, of all error), to deny that Jesus 
is the Christ.^^ In what sense the heretics, who 
formerly had been Christians, and only not genuine 

* Dr. LUcke has said dllari alrnVf but this seems to be a mere 
slip ; by referring to his version we clearly see his meaning in 
the commentary, which is this, that trt iray ^tvios is an object 
to, is dependent ondttatrt. — Transl. 

^ The right theory concerning this, is to be found in Ge- 
senius's " Lehj^eb'iude der Hebr. Sprache (Hebrew Grammar,) 
p. 831, note 1. [Still Grotius seems to be right in considering 
9-ay — 9u as a Hebraism. The passage quoted by Dr. Lucke, 
Rom. iii. 20, al ^tzmMt^y^trtu 'rivat ^ei^ is Hebraizing in more 
than one respect. — TransL] 

^^ Respecting the redundant 9vx after d^vovfavag, see Vige- 
rus, p. 459 and 811. 
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Christians, may have done this, is explained above 
in the Introduction, Chap. VI. The conclusion of the 
verse appears, at the same timei intended for cor- 
recting erroneous views among the readers respect- 
ing antichrist, perhaps in this way erroneous,' that 
they considered him merely as a political chaJ'acter.^? 
As the heretics apparently boasted of a superiw 
knowledge of God, St. John designates the -^^/ShSog 
of the antichrist as a denial both of ^e Father and 
the Son. By way of explanation, he adds, vef. 5t3 : 
that whoever denies the Son (t. e. does not recog- 
nize Jesus as Christ), has not the Father (I. e. does 
not know him, and has no communion with him.) 
The affirmative parallel o o/mX, — sj(ti is retsuned in 
the best copies,* and it is quite in St. John's manner. 
All true knowledge of God, and all communion with 
him, is, according to St. John, and according to the 
New Testament generally, ess^itially conditioned 
by the faith in the Son, the revealer of the divine 
will, the Mediator, &c. cfir. John i. 18 ; xiv. 6. Matth. 
xi. 27. Rom. v. i. Eph. ii. 18. 

V. 24. Sincere faith in the simplicity of the apos- 
tolical gospel, is the best safeguard against such he- 
retical errors, (p\/tudog). He who cleaves to it, is 
sure of his communion with the Son^ aAd» through 

'^ Thus alio Jasut seems to contend against crude notioDS 
respecting aoAichrist, as well as respecting the Messiah, Matth. 
zziY. U, 24, cfr. Schmidt's Bibl. Vol h p. 29. 

* Griesbach has expung^ it, and ^ven the English Bible 
puts the words, ver. 23 : " but he that acknowledgeth the Son, 
hath the Father also,** in brackeU and in italics. — Transl. 
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him, of communion with the Father, In the Anako- 
luthon,* vfiiTi [o5v] — -— fi> ufMv fieveru, cfr. v. 27, 
there are two constructions mingled together. Others 
consider bfji,sTg, both here and ver. 27, as an empha- 
tic nominative absolute. But with an author, not 
thoroughly trained in composition, the former case is 
much more probable. It was not handy to St. John to 

say: u/JLiTg — /imTs sy'rovrtfty 6 . Particularly in ver. 

27, the mingling together of two constructions is 
evident. "O n^outraTs a'sr* a^x^^ — ^refers to the prin- 
ciple of the gospel, with which all evangelical an- 
nouncement commenced, and consequently had also, 
with the reader of this epistle, commenced (dcr* 
d§x?ig)y viz. that Jesus was the Christ, the Son of 
God, cfr. V. 22. 

V. 25. This is the context : The true Christian 
will, so much the less, forsake the communion with 
the Son and the Father, since it is after such a man- 
ner combined with the promise of eternal life, that 
the former is an essential condition of the latter, but 

ft 

the latter a necessary consequence of the former, 
cfr. Gospel xvii. 3. Aur^j refers to that which fol- 
lows ; the word icrayygX/o, which here can can only 
denote a promise, shews avTri cannot refer to that 

* To sappose an Anakoluthon in any author, sacred or pro- 
fane, ought surely to be a last resource ; here indeed it seems 
not required, and the repetition of a similar construction, in 
▼er. 27, seems to indicate, that here is no slip, but that the 
construction, unusual as it is, is yet put advisedly. Here only 
the order is slightly inverted. The common order would be, 
• ovf vfiui n*ovsetrt ««*' »^x*^s» Sv v/ii9 faviratf and, according to 
that order, the passage has been translated, I think rightly, in 
most of the modem versions. — Tratul, 
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which has preceded. In aMi Christ is implied, he 
being the main subject [nominative] in all that pre- 
cedes, ver. 20, sqq. The construction riiv Zoiriv t^v 
oe/oiy/oy,^® is completely explained by ascribing it to 
conciseness and grammatical attraction. More par- 
ticularly, the next preceding licyfyyttKoLra seems to 
have led the author to this construction. The pro- 
mise — Christ the promisor — promises eternal life ; 
this, apparently, was St. John's sentiment. 

In V. 26 St. John In'eaks off his remarks on the 
heretics. In v. 27, he resumes the exhortation of 
V. 24, and enlarges it. UKaviavrm vfiag — those who 
are about, those who seek to seduce you. In v. 27, 
fju'ivu h v/m, is not put instead of iv v/u^Tv fisvsruy v. 24 ;^' 
but it rather forms a kind of antecedent to the con- 
sequent zat 01) %fs/av 6%grg, so that the sense of the 
proposition is as follows : " If the %f /<r/£ra, which you 
have received of Christ, remains in you, you do not 
require, &c." The following words ha rig diodtncri 
vfiagy I understand thus : '< that any one should be 
at pains to teach you." And this either declares any 
further instruction on the Apostle's part, respecting 
the heretics, to be dispensable ; or it refers to the 
intrusiveness of the heretics, (-^evdodtddtrxaXot^ who 
seductively promised to impart a more prdTound 
wisdom and knowledge respecting the essence of 

^' Groiius oompareB with this the weUoknown jf^irase : Ur- 
b0m, qwnn siaiuoy vestra est, Cfr. Winer's Gramm. p. 52, 68. 
136. Buttmann in his Greek Gramm. § 130, note 2, for- 
ttishes the most analogous examples. 

'^ Seme copies mentioned by Griesbach, do here too, in ver. 
27, by a mistake, adopt the reading /mmtm. 
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Christianity. I prefer the former explanation, partly 
on account of what is said in ver. 20 and 21, and 
partly because the latter allusion seems too remote. 
This is the Apostle's meaning : The spirit of truth, 
with which you, as true Christians, are anointed, will, 
if you preserve it, (and that which you have heard 
from the beginning), faithfully, sufficiently instmct 
you respecting these heresies, and teach you what 
course you ou^t to follow respecting them. 

The construction of that which follows is most 
satisfactorily unravelled, by considering xa^^g fd/da- 
|cv ufiag as a resumption of the main antecedent dXX* 
ijg — and fisviTrg sv aurw as a consequent. To com- 
mence the consequent earlier, as, for example, at the 
words xoi okTt^ig hriv, is, by the mutual relation of 
the ideas, rendered inadmissible ; jAsviTrs h aurw, and 
not xai aX9}^eg igriv, (which only contains a sub- 
ordinate proposition), is the main idea connected 
with dTOC ug. Instead of fAivilYs *many respectable 
copies, (A. B. C. and others), perhaps being misled 
by the fAEvsrs which follows in ver. 28, read fimrs. But 
the future is clearly more suitable here, as expressing 
confidence: est bene speraniis et ominantis, says 
Grotius. Instead of Th aurh XV^^^ some copies read 
rh awrou %^. The former reading being supported 
by the most numerous and the best authorities, is 
preferable, because it is more emphatic. The mean- 
ing is, even that very ;^^/o)iAa, and none other than it. 
As to ir^i ^dvruy cfr. ver. 20. Ka/ dXrl^'eg sort xa/ 
oux 8(fTt -^evdog is to be considered as a parenthesis. 
The meaning is : You may safely depend upon the 
instruction of this %^/V^a of the spirit of truth ; it is 
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geDuina truth* and there is no error in it. Ka/ before 
xa&uf here means, atque Ua, efr. Matt. vi. d3> and 
oth^ places. The aorist sUda^tv is here put with 
the signification of a present tense, and, correspond- 
ing with ui — dtddtfxfi above, it imfdies the notion of 
habit.^^ As in ver. 28, h altrf here too, refers to 
Christ. 

In ver. 28, St. John returns to the subject of ver. 
18, and concludes this part of his ejMstle with an exhor- 
tation which has reference to the etf%arsi u^a. The 
context shews that in ^h^u^vcu here, is implied the 
manifestation of Christ for judgment, h l^x'^rfi oi^ 
Here again St. John makes use of the figure of com- 
munication, as if he had said before : Let us there- 
fore remain in him 1 — va^^nia, which, in iii. 21 ; v. 
14, with 'jTfhg^ denotes reliance, is here put, rather as 
the reverse of bashfiilness, in the sense of frankness, 
courage, the con^dence of good conscience in the 
judgment, cfr. 'win \ Philipp. i. 20; Luke xxi. 36, 
and other places. The phrase ai0%. &v aurou corre- 
sponds with the Hebrew ]d vrd. In Hebrew, both 
the thing of which we sue ashamed, and also the ob- 
ject of hope or expectation, in which we are deceived, 
is put with ]n.^^ '^''^- ^^' tt^roD is here put in the 
last mentioned signification, (cfir. iii. 3.) in opposition 
to the frank reliance on the Lord. Ua^ousia X^. is 
the definite apostolical expression for Christ^s mani- 
festation in judgment. Accordingly, the addition of 

^ See Battmann^ft Greek Gramm. p. 391, Note 4. 
^^ 8ee Ge§eiiiiifl*t Hebr. Dictionary under Xinil. 
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the words iv rfj Ta^v^cf avrS does more ftceuratdy 
define the meaning of the indefinite pavt^u^TJifat. 



SECTION FIFTH. 

CHAFTEB n. 29 — CHAPTEB IH. 10. 

In coiuiection with the id^a of judgment, which none 
that is impure, none that is unrighteous, can abide, 
and in which only he, who has remained in ike com- 
munion with Christ, and is a true child of God, con 
have good courage and confidence, St. John displays, 
in the subsequent passage, the idea of the Christian 
dixato(ru¥fiy and the contrast between the ch^dren of 
God and the children of the devil. Now, this OGn- 
trast being quite absolutely propounded, the Chris*- 
tian righteousness is also displayed in its pure ideal 
form, as it appears when we make the divine Xfi^sg 
the point of view from which we contemplate it. 

In ver. 29, it is doubtful to what d/xatog is to be re- 
ferred : Both on account of chap. iii. 7, cfr. ver. 8, 
and because Christ is the next preceding subject, 
[nominative] Christ seems to be meant. But the 
words f§ aurou yiyiw/irai are adverse to this, for since 
the New Testament generally speaks of being bom 
of God, and not of Christ, and only of God's chil- 
dren, not of Christ's children, they cannot be sup- 
posed to refer to anything else, but to the state of 
man born of God. Thus yiyUwfl'<''t is expressly ex- 
plained, immediately after, in iii, 1, «qq. Inasmuch, 



188 INTEKPRETATION OF THE FIBST EPISTLE. 

as no other subject can be latent in hixato^y than that 
to which the pronouji in the words i^ ahrtiSj yeysinnirou 
refers : ort dtxaiog strrt must necessarily be referred to 
God. The exchange of the grammatical subject in 
ver. 28 and 29, may be thus accounted for : that, in 
ver. 28, St. John had the judgment before his mind, as 
the judgment of God, in which Christ was to act with 
full powers ; but, in ver. 29, had in his eye ex ^gou 
yivwi^Ttm/ (rsKva Ssou), as the leading notion of that 
which afterwards follows. 

This is the meaning of ver. 29. As true as it is that 
God is just (is the light) as true and certain it also is, 
that whoever practises righteousness (n^v dtxatotfvvfiv, 
not any kind of righteousness, but righteousness it- 
self, absolute righteousness,) is born of God, and a 
child of God. This proposition is founded on the 
following genuine Johanneic axioms : in the iii«t 
place, that only he who is of God (a child of God, 
in opposition to those Jx rov xofffibov, Jx rm xdroj) can 
be truly righteous and good ; in the next place, that 
beside the true godlike righteousness none other 
exists that is deserving of the name ; and that every 
kind of half-measure, every state in this respect di- 
vided, belongs to worldly life. 

By a display of the dignity, the essence, and the 
purpose of the filial relation to God, iii. 1, 2, 
the further development of these ideas is broken 
off. 

Chapter iii. 1. If we take Sovvat in the sense 
of exhibiting, giving, we need not translate &yd^v, 
as Grotius has done, by demonstration of lave. I can- 
not admit that xkr^ttifnv denoted nothing more or 
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dilFerent from the gloss xai hfisv. The Christians 
really called themselves GoiTs children. St. John 
alludes to this exalted appellation. 

The motive for the subsequent dia roSro— seems to 
have been the condition of Christianity at the time, 
when the heart of many an unenlightened and not firmly 
established Christian might, in the growing contest 
with the world, be led to doubt of the felicity promised 
to God's children. In order to instruct such Chris- 
tians, and to comfort them, as well as himself, against 
the misrepresentations and hatred of the world, St. 
John makes the incidental observation, 5/a rouro 

auriv, cfr. ver. 13. The sense is as follows : 

Since only he who is of God can know and recog- 
nise God and things divine ; but the world is 
estranged from God, and is ignorant of God and of 
all that is godly : we can for this very reason (drA 
roDro), that we are bom of God, not be recognised 
by the world as God's children. It. is impossible 
that it should be otherwise.! In the very same man- 
ner the Lord once taught and comforted his dis- 
ciples with regard to the persecutions of the world 
which awaited them, Gosp. St. John xv. 18, sqq., 
xvi. 1, sqq. Some authors *• take ou y/vwtfxg/ in the 
sense of fiifftT, ver. 13. Undoubtedly hatred is the 
consequence of misrepresentation or non-recognition, 
still these are not identical. The parallel passage 
too, Gosp. xvi. 3 ; XV. 21, is unfavourable to this in- 
terpretation. Grotius explains ov yims^u thus {mun- 

^ Such as Calovius, Carpzov, Lange and others. 
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dua) non agnoseii pro suis^ immo odiL But tbe sidi- 
sequent o-hx syvca aMt is agaittst this. < 

Tfaie context of rer. 2 with ver. 1, and its meamiig^ 
is as foUovB : In spite of the ivorld's disowning, we 
still really are Grod's children, (how great is that dig- 
nity») and as yet it is not even made maaifest, xcs/ 
ov^na 9<pan^<a^9i^ what we are to be, (in what glory we 
are to have a share herea&er). But this much we 
know with certainty, that, when this is manifested, 
(when the glcMry of the children of God is mam^ 
fested), we then shall be like unto Him (of whom we 
are bom), for we will see Him as he is (t. e. we will 
know him indeed, and be in his presence), cfr. Ter. 13, 
14; Rom. viii. 16, sqq. ; Col. iii. d, 4, by which pas** 
sages the proper light is thrown upon theone beforeus.^ 
Some interpreters take the xai before 6wru in anadver«- 
sative sense ; but this antithjesis can only be considered 
as very subofrdinate, since the main antithesis fest com* 
mences with oKdafi^tv, Grotius has correcdy observed 
that fay is here put instead ofirav. It is by St. John 
several times put in the same way, cfr. Grospel vL 62, 
xii. 32, and other passages. Some authors refer iav 
^av9§u^ to the manifestation of Christ, cfr. iL 28. 
But it is more correct to consider it a» a supplement 
to ri s^t^a^ which then refers to the Pauline ^a 
aTQXukuff^, or dc^ac^rjvaiy or ^avs^ca^vou h do^p- Singe 
only God and the children of God are spoken of in 
the preceding passage, and the filial relation to God 

'•^ The SchoL of Mazimus in AlatthSi, p. 122, cfr. 22i 
takes the context of our passage in a similar manner. 
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is the basis of the resemblance to him, aurfi and 
avrhv can here be referred only to God. The analiegy 
with Col. ill. 3 ; Rom. yiii. 29, and other passages, 
being- too strictly assumed, has miried some siuthors 
to a false interpretation, and made them suppose that 
a resemblaaoe to Christ was here meant. The con* 
templatioii of God, t. e. the most intimate and per- 
fect knowledge of God and oi his being (as cono 
trasted with faith and with ^Xtmiv dt* kofn-^ov h ouvU 
ytum, I Cor. xiii. 12,) was already by Chriat pro- 
mised to the ohildren of Grod, as a sure' recompense 
and reward in the life hereafter, Matth. v* 8. From 
this, as from a thing established, St. John concludes, 
that, because only those who resemble each other, 
and are near to each other, can know each other 
thoroughly, the children of God in the staite of glory 
wiU become like unto God, cfr. 2 Cor. iii.^ IS. St. 
John does not here enter upon any more precise de- 
finition of this resemblance to God. He, however, 
i^ognizes no other than a moral resemblance to God 
•—and he is far from dreaming of any mystical Grod- 
likeness, or apotheosis. 

Ver. 3 is again connected with ii. 29, and developes 
more at large the train of ideas there commenced. 
We read in Matt. v. 8, cfr. this epist i. 5, sqq., that 
oidy those who are pure of heart shall see God. 
Therefore, says St. John, he who firmly maintains the 
hope of God's children, of seeing God, and of becom- 
ing more like unto him, must even now purify him- 
self (from darkness and sin), and, since there does 
not exist any true jotfri/^ of' heart, beside the highest 
degree of ayyurrn as it was in Christ, he must, in this 
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instance too, endeavour to follow the example of tbe 
Son of Gody cfr. Heb. xii. 14. 'A^^^and dixoio^ ii. 
29 ; iii. 7, are pennutable terms. In as much as the 
hope of future glory is grounded on Grod's mercy, the 
Apostle says, o E^fidy r» iX^, ravniv sir oun'tpy — ^which 
must not be referred to Christ, because in the preced- 
ing passage, St. John speaks only of Crod, and be- 
cause immediately after Christ is denoted by ixitvos, 
hy way of distinction from i^* aur^, (cfr. ii. 6, and 
here, ver. 5 and 7), which refers to Grod. *Ayif6Tng 
is an attribute inherent in Christ, in the same manner 
as exemption from sin, ver. 5, and dtxwoavvfij ver. 7. 
The Apostle, for this reason, both here and ver. 5 and 
7, uses the word eariy by which, as in the gospel viii. 
58, a perpetually p^manent state is expressed.^^ 

Ver. 4 is founded on the formal difference and the 
essential identity of the expressions a/Mx^/a and avo- 
/t/tf, and directed against the error of those who, 
misunderstanding the doctrine of Christian liberty, 
denied and disowned the positive character of the 
moral law, and the immediate relation of sin to it, as 
to a divine prohibition.^^ 'A/ta^r/a (entirely correr 
sponding with the primary signification of the Hebrew 
riMton of Misrr, to err to transgress), denotes sin coa- 
sidered more from a subjective point of view, in as 
far as it is an error, fault, transgression ; avo/L/uy with 
which none of the Hebrew terms for sin entirely cor- 
responds,^^ more particularly expresses sin objectively 

9* See Winer's Gramm. p. 85. 
^^ See Introduction, chap. VI. p. 81, sqq. 
^ ]^y seems best to correspond, cfr. Hosea xii. 9, where we 
read KbTT — ^ilZ^N ^^3^ which is analagous to the expression 
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considered, in as far as a positiye law is violated by 
it. The latter term accordingly is more forcible and 
strict than the former. This, then, is St. John's 
meaning : every afia^rioty every fault, every moral 
stain, is a transgression of the divine law, since God's 
commandment demands the most perfect dtxatoirvvrn 
and the purest ayvorri^. 

With ver. 5 and 6, cfr. i. 7, sqq. This is the 
^ense : The end of redemption, as well as the effec- 
tive example of the guiltless Christ^ prohibits every 
one, who lives in communion with the Redeemer, to 
sin. Every sin which the Christian commits is an 
elusion of Christ's scheme of redemption, of which the 
end is the annihilation of sin (ou^nv r. a^a^r.); it 
interrupts the progressive communion with the Re- 
deemer, and is a proof of his not having been recog- 
nized in his purity and holiness. Only by means of 
a progressive sanctification, the Christian can realize 
in himself that redemption which, by his faith, he has 
only ideally appropriated — ^'£fay$^d)^9}, ver. 5, does, 
as in 1 Tim. iii. 16, apply to the* first manifestation 
of Christ, for the purpose of the (rwr^wa, cfr. 1 Peter 
i. 20, and other passages. ATj^s/v rag afi,u^rtag vifAoiv, 
corresponds with the phrase xa^a^t^itv airo vdtrnig afLao- 
Ttag, i. 7, and denotes Christ's work of redemption in 

here, and on which R. David observes : peocatum riNton mi. 
nus est, quam iniquitas ^1^, nam saepenumero usurpatur de eo, 
qui per errorem aliquid committit. See Drusius on the Passage. 
[Dr. Liicke here correctly quotes ver. 9, in the 12th chap, 
of Hosea ; but in the English version this is ver. 8, owing to 
the circumstance that there the two first Hebrew verses have 
been thrown together into onc-^Traru^} 

O 
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its whole eomprehMisioiiy as well the office of ex- 
tenninating sin, in ideal respect, tiirough the act of 
pardoning sins, as also, in real respect, through the 
act of saaetification aeeon^shed in those who are 
redeemed. The same phrase seems to be differently 
used, Gosp. i. 29, of the Lamb of God, that beareth 
the sin of the world, cfr. Isa. liii. 4. Similarly the 
Hebrew \\jf kv^, both denotes the abolition, annihi- 
lation, and pcoxlon of sin (Ps. xzxii. 5. Gen. l. 17), 
and also the suffering for, atoning for sin (Isa. Bii. 12, 
and oth^ passages). The subsequent proposition 
xal a^fua^rioky &:C. must not be considered as the ground 
or reason of the preceding proposition ; and xa/ is 
not to be taken in the sense of yd^. For the Apostle 
is not here speaking of the power of Christ's redemp- 
tion, but only of Christ's effective example, as one 
part of his redeeming achieyements, and with refer- 
ence thereto is mentioned, his purity in ver. 3, his 
righteousness in ver. 7, and here his exemption from 
sin. The operation of Christ's exemplary life is here 
on earth, continual and ever present to the memory — 
therefore s(rr/, cfir. ver. 3, 7.®^ 

Since after htivog^ verse 3. not God, but Christ, is the 
predominating grammatical subject, and since h ahr^^ 
V. 5, must be referred to Christ, both kv avrfi and 
axjTov, twice occurring in verse 6. must be referred to 
Christ. It is obvious, that in ov^ afAa^rdvei, the sins 
of frailty are excluded, (cfr. ii, 1.) Here, however, 
is not meant the mere struggle against sin, and the 

97 Lauge translates " for he does not tolerate sin," which is 
quite incorrect, and contrary to the import of ilyc^ U in the 
phraseology of St. John. 
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mere endeavour for dynonfg* still less can o^etafr. here 
be understood in a pre-eminent sense of groas sins ; 
but, adapting his point of Ttew to the divine xf/tf/;, 
St. John speaks here of sin and not-sin, indeed, in 
the most comprehensive sense of these terms, yet 
taking up the notion altogether strictly and anti- 
thetically. His mind beii^ fixed on the ideal of 
Christ, who was free from sin, no condidonaHty or 
limitation of his proposition occurs to him. It is 
clear that both sctf^oxsv and tywaxiv are preterites, 
to be taken in a present sense, l^t what difference 
is there between vagamv and lyvoixsv ? The disjunc- 
tive ouds seems to indicate a difference. It is said, 
that ynfuufxiiv here signifies to iove. The juxtaposi- 
tion of sctffAXf, which, although different from, still is 
sjmonymous with eyvoitxsy is adverse to this. Refer- 
ring the latter word to an external personal aequain- 
tance with the Redeemer, is inadmissible, because 
these two preterites here clearly have, in an equal 
d^ree, the signification of a present tense, and be- 
cause an external acquaintance with Christ's person, 
per se, is with St. John, of no ethical importance, 
when the belief in the Messiah is not combined with 
it. St. John by o^^y sometimes expressed intuitive 
perception, spiritual contemplation. Perhaps here 
too it may be so imderstood ; in that case, yiv(a<rx€/v 
would denote perception generally, and oi»ds, (meaning, 
not even,) would indicate an anti-climax, descending 
from the intuitive and more profound knowledge, to 
the mere knowledge of Christ. But, surely it is 
more correct to suppose that ooqiv denotes the mere 
historical knowledge and contemplation of Christ; 
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but yntaffxitv, the more profound and intimate percep- 
tion and knowledge. ' O^^v, thus denoting the know- 
ledge of experience, occurs in the Gospel of St, John 
i. 34; iii. 11, 32, and here i. 1. In order to express 
the difference here stated, oi/ds might be translated 
" still less/' 

V. 7. Against the seductive, loose ethics of half- 
Christianity, which engenders love of the world in 
the mind, from which all x^/<r/^ and all moral ideals 
are absent, St. John opposes the strict genuine 
Christian proposition : that beside the perfect d/xa/o- 
(f'jvri as it was, in Christ no true dtxcttoffOvri exists. We 
should ever bear in mind that St. John here every- 
where speaks, not of the different degrees of perfec- 
tion which struggling Christians have reached ; but 
of the ideal and absolute difference between Chris- 
tian virtue aad piety, and sin in general. And in a 
similar sense we also read in, 

V. 8. Whosoever does sin is, in as far as he sins, 
of the devil, the devil's child, cfr. Gospel viii. 44. 
Since God is light, and there is no darkness in him, 
but whosoever is good, whosoever walketh in the 
light is bom of God, and whosoever is born of God 
cannot sin, cfr. ver. 9. St. John concludes that all 
sinning, and all that is sinful, is of the devil. With 
reference to the ethical x^/V/^, there is, according to 
St. John, no medium between God and the filial re- 
lation to God, on the one side, and the communion 
with the devil on the other. But why is every one 
who sins of the devil ? St. John answers, because 
from the beginning, (not since the devil's fall, but 
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since the fall of man, Gen. ii. cfr. John viii. 44,)'^ 
the devil sins, (ever continues sinning afjM^rdvst,) t. e. 
because the devil, since he brought sin into the 
world, never has ceased, as of^^oiy roD xogfiou^ to se- 
duce man to sin, so that all man's sin comes from him, 
he being the author of sin. £/; roDro i^av. is again 
connected with ver. 5, and* forms the transition to the 
subsequent passage, but at the same time contains 
this idea, that because Christ has destroyed the 
devil's power, every one who believes in Christ has 
the s^w(fia to become God's child, cfi*. Gospel i. 12. 
By soya r. 3/aj8. the seductive activity and energy — 
the power of the devil, is to be understood. But the 
devil's power and activity Christ has destroyed, 
(Xiiiiy cfr. Gosp. ii. 19,) by his work of redemption 
and atonement, cfr. ver. 5. Gosp. xii. 31 ; xvi. 11. 

2^gg/t^a avTov (rov ^iovy) ver. 9, is by Clem. Alex. 
Augustine, Grotius, and others, understood as mean- 
ing the seed of God's word. In support of this opi- 
nion are quoted, Matth. xiii. 23. 1 Pet. i. 23. Jam. 
i. 18. But these passages prove nothing ; their figu- 
rative context is quite different. The figurative ex- 
pression would in this case be indirect, and lacking 
motive ; being obscure without an illustrative oppo- 
sition, it would hardly be excusable with an author 
whose figures generally are perspicuous and pleasing. 
Moreover, the idea thus produced, would, in respect 
of form, not be Johanneic. 

Not Xoyoi r. ^goD the word of God ; but ^rvsv/j^a r. 
SfioD is, according to St. John, the gienerating princi- 

9s See the Author's Commentary on this passage of the OospeL 
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pie oi Grod's ohildren, cfir. Gosp. St. John iiL 6, sqq. 
Yet, clearly <nn^fLa has a reference to ysvjmi^HLt Ix 
rov Sfiotr, and must be considered as an amplificadon 
of this figurative expression ; it is the divine power, 
by which the children of God are, as it were, gene- 
rated, and, by this word, St. John expresses either 
the innate godly principle in man, sx rou ^so? sJiwd, 
in sentu IcUiori ; or, since he is here speaking of re- 
generation and the filial relation to God through 
Christ, he denotes by it the wtvjfia dyiov, by which 
man is bom anew of God, cfr. Gospel iii. 6, sqq. 
through which he, as St. Paul says, calls God F'ather, 
in short, the ^sD/dmx u/o^sfftag.^^ The Scholion in 
Matthai says, very correctly, that here is meant ri 
crv8U/(6ar/xiv p^a^/tf/^a, o fievov sv rifuv avt'jr/dixro¥ a/uko^iag rhv 
vovv 70/gA As St. John takes the birth of God, and the 
filial relation to God, in its fullest and most ideal 
sense, the sentiment contained in ver. 9 is easily un- 
derstood. If man is, quite and entirely, and in the 
most perfect manner, bom again of God, the divine 
(F'jrepfia or crveD/^Ms must necessarily remain in him. 
Every diminution, every loss of this seed, is a proof 
that the birth of God was not perfect. St. John, 
however, far from wishing to instil the doctrine of 
the irresistibility of the divine grace, says no more 



^ Lange takes riri^^ in the same sense as the Hebrew yf*\], 
giving to it the signification of offspring ; he refers both tutrm 
and iv avrf to God, and translates thus : " for his (God's) child- 
ren remain in him, (continue faithM to him.") But the pa- 
rallel conclusion of the proposition, as well as the whole contest 
of the figure and the ideas, is adverse to this. 
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than this : that in God, and in g^odiy life, absohitely 
considered, there is nothing imperfect, nodiing weak, 
no half'^and-half of light and darkness. Neither is 
tho'e aay difficulty in the last proposition of the 
v&sBf xai ou bitmrat afia^^ we only must bear in 
mind, that St. John's point of view here is, that of 
the ideal and absolute divine x^iffig. In such a con* 
text as that of our passage, it is literally tme, that as 
little as sin and evil can be imagined in God, as 
little can he, who is really bom of God, as long as he 
is, and continues such, commit sm^ in that sense of 
the word which was laid down in verse 8.^^^ Ol 
dwartu must, accordingly, not be softened or modified 
by the substitution of any other notion implying ou 
SfXci, but it is to be taken quite strictly, and, of course^ 
in a moral sense.^^^ 'Or/, likewise, here in both 
places, St. John uses in the acceptation of beeaum^ cfr. 
verse 14. What St. Jerome observes against Jovian, 
and Calovius approves, that Iki here is equivalent to 
quamdiu, quatenus, quousque, very much tends to 

'^ Jovianus seems to have understood our passage in the same 
manner, when, talking it and ▼. 18 for his warrant, and, fbllow- 
ing Jerome, he maintained: eos, qui plena fide in baptismate 
renati sunt, a diabolo non poase aubverti. Quicunque tentati 
fuerint, ostendi eos aqua tantum et non spiritu baptizatos. Jo- 
vianus had adopted an ideal point of view, similar to that of St. 
John, and the principal object of his reforming moral-critical 
endeavours, which were directed against the hypocrisy, outside 
fairness and lookwarmness of Christian life in his age, was to 
re-establish the fundamental principles and ideals of the gospel 
in their full clearness, precision and truth. 

I'll (Ecumenius says : Ou »«r« ^wtxh iipfttfuxv twr» kiyUf 
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render the idea more perspicuous firom another point 
of view than that of St. John. 

The paraenetic import of ver. 7 — 9, seems to be 
this : As betwixt the true life which is oi Grod» ac- 
cording to this pattern giv^n by .Clurist : and the devil's 
servitude : there can exist for man no third or inter- 
mediate thing, and moral man» accordingly, in ideal 
respect, must either entkely hskmg feo God,: w en- 
tirely to the devil :'-*4he motive for ftbaodoning aH 
moral half-measures and irresolution is very, wrgent. 
He, then, who has rightly af^reeiated the character, 
the force and the power of God's children, and w«& 
considered what, as a child of God, he auj^i to doy 
and what, by means of the divine seed which he has 
received, he can doy will the mote decidedly renounce 
the world, and endeavour to acquire the divine axpih 
Trig and dtxaiotrvvtiy as it was in Christ, since he only by 
that means can participate in the oommunioQ with 
God, and in the glory of God's children, (ver. 2, 3Jy 

Because the worid neither knows nor appreciates 
the difference between God's children and those who 
are not God's children, St. John adds, with great 
emphasis, in ver. 10, *Ev rour^ pan^&i, h€rt ra rlxva 
roD ^iwj xai r^ riicva r^v dta^okw* This distindioB 
is manifest only in the light of the divine x^i^ig* The 
uncritical world confounds and mingles together good 
and evil, God and devil. As to the Hebrew phrase 
Tsxm Tov dia^oXov — cfr. John viii. 44, it expresses a 
mere ethical relation. ^^^ 

^^ SchSttgen. Hor. Hebr. on this passage* 
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T Ac Chrbtiati duaxntflmi shews itself, above all things, 
in the Cfhriertiaii hfrotherly-love, cfr. Gal. r. 14 ; Col. 
iii. 14. As die former is genuine only when it is of 
the same essence and root with Christ's ^xaniruvr}, so 
the Christian brotlierty^ove is genuine, and perfect, 
and participalit in eternal life, only when resembling 
Christ's love. And, as all lack of righteousness, and 
all sinning is of the devil, so likewise all lack of 
brotheriy-iove, and all hatred is of the devil — it es- 
sentially resembles the i^tricide of Cain, and is the 
death of the soul, ver. 10 — 18. 

The construction of ver. 10 is best unravelled by 
repeating oux etrriv gjt tov ^soD after 6 ^jj ayacrwv rlv 
ddi\^^9- ubrou, St. John's meaning is : as far as he 
who is not righteous, is from being a child of God, 
as far is he too (xa/) who does not love his brother. 

The concatenation of ver. 10 and 11, as well as 
also the internal connection of ver. 1 1 and 12, is to be 
taken thus : He who does not love the brethren, is 
indeed far from being of God, since (ort), that which 
always forms the commencement of the announce- 
ment of the gospel, is the commandment, that we 
shall mutually love one another, and not be as dia- 
bolically minded as Cain, who was of the devil, and 
murdered his brother, &c. 

Instead of the common reading d/7«X/a, which is 



• 
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found in the greatest number of copies, and also in 
the best, there are some who read*®' i^ayyeXia, If 
the more difficult reading i^rayys'Kia were, however, 
the right one, it would seem to have been here put 
instead of ayyiXiet, and, joined to ha, it would be 
equivalent to svrokvi, an announcement that (Jva) 
something is to be done, — a command. In the 
language of the New Testament, this word indeed, 
does not in any other place occur, being used in the 
same sense, but it certainly occurs in the classics. '^^ 
* KyyOJiaL combined with ivo, would also be equivalent 
with liToXi;. The commandment we find in St. John's 
gospel xiii. 34. 

The elliptical expression ver. 12, ou xa^d^g Ka/V is 
completed in many different ways. In every case 
that which is to be supplied, must be considered as 
dependent on 7ya. Some authors supply ayamtfuei 
after ou* others ^noiS/ibgv, or some such word. But, in the 
former case, an irony unsuited to this context is {»x>* 
duced ; but in both cases a second complement of 
o; after KaiV is rendered indispensable, which, since 
the omission of the relative pronoun never occurs 
either in classical Greek or in that of the New 
Testament, it would be difficult to justify. It is 
much more simple and natural to adopt the comple- 
ment of Grotius, oux fl5/(6fv fx roD ^oi'f}0v, xa^tu^ Kccii^ 

'^^ Code C is one of these. 

^^ Thus in Polyb. IX. 38. 2. WmiyyOSm denotes d^maiuiy cfir. 
VI. 13. 6. See Reiske Index Graecitatis Demosth. p. 329, SO, 
where of the verb is stated that it denotes denurHiaTey nve 
indicando remfactam^ iive imperandofaciendam. Cfr. Schnei* 
der*8 Dictionary tub voce. 
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fx roD «'oi^^v iv^ but here too, ifitv must be consider- 
ed as dependent on ha. *Ex rou ton}^ $heu is equi- 
valent to ix Tw hia^oKw iJvtUy ver. 8. — The Rabbins 
talk and dream a good deal of Cain being bom of 
the devil physically .^^^ But even if we admit that 
such hudcuxoi (y^etwitis) fiu^oi may, in the Apostolic 
age, have been current among the Jews, it is certain 
that St. John recognizes only moral relati<ms and 
spiritual affinities betwixt man and the devil, and it 
is utterly inconceivable that our passage contains 

any, even the remotest, reference to this Rabbinic 
fable.>06 

St. John having in ver. 8 alluded to the Mosaic 

^^ See SchOttgen. Hot. Hebr., and Ludov. Capellas, in the 
Crit. Sacr. on thu passage. Pseudo-Jonathan, in the Targum 
on Genesis, says : Adam cognovit iizorem snam, quam im- 
praegnaverat Samael, angelus (mortis sdlioet) et conoepit et 
peperit Cain, qui fuit similis supemis h. e. angelis, non in- 
ferioribus, h. e. hominibus. And R. Eleazer says : Quum 
projecisset serpens ille immunditiem suam in £vam, eaque 
illam suscepisset, remque cum Adam habuisset, peperit duos 
filioe, unum ex latere ilk> immundo et nnum ez latere Adami ; 
fuitque Cain similis imagine superionua (angelonim) et Abel 
imagine inferiorum (hominum), ac propterea di^ersae fuerunt 
viae istius ab illius viis. Equidem Cain fuit filius spiritus im- 
mundi, qui est serpens malus ; Abel vero fuit filius Adami. 
£t propterea, quod venit Cain de parte angeli mortis, ideo in- 
terfecit fratrem suum. — Cappelhis adds. Hie babes ezplicatio- 
nem verborum Joannis Kai'f U r, ittimif. &c. But bow great is the 
difference betwixt St. Jobn*8 simple purely ethical and his- 
torical view of Cain, and these latter materialistic mythologies 
of the Rabbins ! 

^^ Cfr. Jades' £pist. Ter. 1 1 . in rn S^ t«v K^9h9^v»n^9, on 
which CEcamemas observes : •^f vw Kdtv, rtuwrt hk viit «3iX- 
^»Krnims, Clem. Alex, in the homily Tit « '*f&f*» ir^Mn^f 
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primeval history, the contrast between Christian 
brotherly-love and the fratricide of Cain lay near at 
hand. The first manifestation of man's obnoxiousness 
to sin was fratricide, and Cun's deed was the proto- 
type of all lack of love, and of all hatred among men. 
Now, as according to St. John, all evil is of the devil, 
and it was the devil who, by means of a serpent's de- 
ceit, first brought sin into the world, so Cain's fratri- 
cide too was a work of the devil, who was a murderer 
from the beginning, John viii. 44, and consequently 
Cain himself was ix rou vovri^ov (rtxvov r. d/a/3oXou). In 
order to exhibit in strong relief, the diabolical prin- 
ciple in Cain's deed and temper, St. John puts the 
question : xai ^a^/v rivos ftf^a^gy,*®^ avroy ; Was Abel 
perhaps not entirely free from blame ? The answer is 
not quite in conformity with the history of Gen. iv. 
For there Cain is enraged by envy, and slays his 
brother, because Abel's sacrifice better pleased the 
Lord. According to St. John, the cause of the mur- 
der was sheer diabolical hatred^ — that hatred with 
which the evil hates and persecutes the good, because 
the good is good and not evil, and because there is an 
eternal enmity betwixt good and evil. This interpre- 
tation of this narrative of primeval history is quite in 
the spirit of St. John*s x|/V/g between the children of 
God and the devil's children. When St. John, in ver, 
13, with reference to the hatred and persecution of the 

cap. 37* explains the passage : vrng i fu^Sv rif diiXpiv »^rtS 
ait^^tivnrivos Verit 1 John iii. 1, as follows : • ^ii ^tXin rt* 
aitX^M df^fttrtrtttrivH Irr) ^vi^fut r»u Kd'tf, ^^fi/t* 9W ^mCiXw. 
^^^ Herodotus in Terpsicb. (V.) 5, also uses the Yerb r^ii^uv, 
to express manslaughter. 
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evil world, compares the fraternal community of 
Christians (the children of God), with the righteous 
(pious), Abel, it seems, that he may have adopted 
a view, probably at that time not uncommon among 
the Jews, according to which Cain was considered as 
the representative of the evil race of man, which was 
under the devil's dominion ; but Abel as the emblem 
of pious, innocently suffering humanity.*^® This is 

^^ Neither in the Old Testament, nor in the Apocrypha of 
the Old Testament, can I find any Testige of this view, but it 
certainly occurs in Phiio, who in his writings ; De sacrificiis 
Abeliset Caini: De eo, quod detenus potion insidiarii soleat; De 
posteritate Caini rov ^•znst^t^w, — interprets the history of Gen. 
iv., after such a manner that Cain appears as the representative 
of the selfish, sophistical principle— as the father of all sensual, 
covetous, contentious, uncharitable and ungodly men ; but 
Abel, on the contrary, as the prototype and the father of all 
who are pious, sincere, and righteous. See more particularly. 
Quod deter, pot. insid. Ed. Pfeiffer (0pp. Phil. Tom. II.), 
p 171, 197, andDe Poster. Cain, p. 240, sq. and 344 sq. 
This allegorical writer, in both these passages, draws a parallel 
betwixt the race of Cain and of Seth. Subsequently, the al- 
legory of Gen. iv. was rendered more mythological and mate- 
rialistic. See Ludw. Capellus on this passage, and Sch':ttgen. 
Especially interesting is what is said of the races of Cain and 
Abel, in Clement's Homilies, IIL cap. 25, 26. Of Cain we read 
as follows : ^wtvs yei^ «v xa) t^iwrns *eti furu Stfia^rteiv fivvp^a^Uf 
ft9^l iirt T^ ^X***t diAftry, trt fihp ftai at dfti rnt rwrw avaio^ns 
«'^0iXNX«l^«Tff , ^^MToi fitai^ti lyiMvra, xtu ^pakrn^ia xa) xi^d^at xdi 
j^etXxut 0^XMf 9'9>.ifuiwv lyifaitra, &c Respecting Abel's pro- 
phetical office in the world, we find the following, chap. xxvi. : 
^tf^ttf TMf avrav (Abel's) vioTs, iret^t%u raus i^eurarditfcipoui «)iX- 
fahs Kvviif — ayfwf, »«d«e^«vf, isievf dyair^, — voTSfM^fS xara^yu^ 
tt^n* ^^ae-xtt, &c. Cfr. Dr. Neander's Gnostic. Systems, p. 
401. The notions of the Fathers respecting Cain^ see in Dr. 
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St. John's meaning : Do not wonder, that (e/), the 
world hates you. It was ever so in the world — the 
evil ever hated and persecuted the good, ajs Cain 
hated Abel, cfr. ver. 1. John xv. 18, sqq. and xvi 
l,sqq. 

V. 14 and 15 are again more closely connected 
with ver. 11 and 12. 

V. 14. We whom the world hates, are conscious 
of being God's children, and of the divine life in us, 
because we love the Inrethren, cfr. ii. 9, sqq., v. 1. 
He who does not love his brother, remains in the 
death and corruption of sin, (walketh still in dark- 
ness, and is one of the deviFs children.) How does 
this idea here occur to St. John in this form ? The 
principal object of St. John's paraclesis is, to render 
very lively in his readers the consciousness of their 
being, as Christians, children of the light, God's 
children ; and to enforce, that, as such, they ought, and 
that they can live a life of purity and righteousness^ 
and more specially fulfil Christ's commandment of 
brotherly-love. Therefore he says so emphatically : 
TifLsTi (in contrast with the dark world which is full of 
hatred and of diabolical fratricide,) o7dafisv. But as 
to the form of this idea, it seems to have been occa- 
sioned by the recollection of Cain's firatricide. The 
diabolical Cain was morally deady and the righteous 
Abel, although bodily dead, was participant in eter- 
nal life. And as in Hebr. xi. 4, we read of Abel, 
TLdi hi ai/TTJg (^^iifnug) oLvt^av^v srt XaXe^ so Philo also, 

Nitsch's Treatise on the Murderer from the BeglDning, in the 
Berl. Theol. Zeitschrift, Vol. iii. p. 62, 64. 
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with reference to Gen. iv. 10, says of Cain and Abel, 
that the former in reality did slay himself, and that, 
accordingly in Gen. iv. 8, there should be written, 
oLiSffTTi 6 Ka/V xai amxruvtv — iaur^y, aXX' oup^ STt^oi. 
And then he continues : sIx6tu; 6i rcZro i^m^ty, ^ ^d^ 

Tov TTii d^sTT^g rk^fixi ^sov, flStf^* 6 "A/SeX, v6 flraffado^ora- 
nv, dvp^rcu rs xai ^^. — ^p Si rriv sv ^tp ^finiji' subai" 
ftAva. — *0 fAt¥ dij tfoipbg Tidvfixivai doxw rot p^a^hv /3/ov, 
^f rhv af^aoTOv * O 8e ^auXog ^Stv rw iv xaxtc^ n^M^xt 
rhv iu6oufLoya.y^^ May not a concatenation of ideas 
similar to that which we find in Philo, have led St. 
John here to express the moral state of God's child- 
ren by the words : fiirafii^fixamt sx roD ha^drou itg rriv 
^unvy (cfr. John T. 24) ? The second or/ is neither 
put instead of &or/, nor does it mean when, but be- 
cause. The brotherly-love of Christians is not here 
considered as something hypothetical, but as some- 
thing really practised by them, and only in that case 
it is a sign of the Hving £uth in us, and a proof of 
the transition really effected in us from the death of 
sin into life. According to St. John, this ^uri is not 
the fruit but the root of love ; the furdfiafftg itself is 
effected only by faith, {^iung hi dyoj^g svioyoMfM^ff^y) 
John V. 24. Consequently, the more general and 
explanatory proposition : 6 fi^ dyavuv rhv ad. fi'sva iv 
tSj i^ai/ccrw, is thus to be interpreted : He, who does 
not love his brother thereby shews that he still con- 

*09 i?ee Quod deter, potion insid. Ed. Pfeiffer, (0pp. Phil. 
Tom. II.) p. 179. Ed. Francof. et Paris, p. 164. Cfr. with 
this De posterit. Caini, (Ed. Pfeiffer,) p. 273. (Mangey,) 
p. 238. 
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tinues in the death of sin, and that he has not, as yet^ 
through faith, passed over into that life which is of 
God. 

Ver. 15. By comparing this verse with iv. 20, we 
will find that St. John, who in general recognizes no 
intermediate degrees in moral life, makes no material 
difference between fin ayavav and fi.KSuv,'^^^ Quite in 
Christ's spirit, (who declares groundless anger against 
our neighbour to be a similar crime to. murder, and 
the lustful beholding of another's wife to be adultery 
in the heart, Matth. v. 21, sqq., 27, 28,) St. John 
faithful to his strict xo/V/^, and with manifest reference 
to Cain's fratricide, says : era; h fLitsm r. ah, auroD, av- 
^^wroxrovo; hru ^" Experience shews how short a 
step there is from hatred to murder. Yet this is not 
so much the object of St. John's remark, as the strict 
divine justice in the jSaoXe/a reov ou^avwy, by which, 
not so much the external action, as the internal dis- 
position and secret purpose of the heart, is inquired 
after and judged by God the searcher of hearts. 
Man usually passes over and thinks lightly of the 
inward uncleanness of the heart, of the seeds of sin, 
the evil dispositions and thoughts, and he only 
shudders at gross sins and criminal acts. St. John's 
severe sentence is particularly directed against this 

^^® Somewhat oddly, and as if there existed hatred to the 
brethreu founded on a good reason, some — indeed fenr and in- 
significant copies mentioned by Oriesbach — add sine eatua after 
the words r«* «2iX^«v mvrtS. 

*" Similar is the sentiment in Synopsis Sohar, p. 97. 6 ; qui 
maledicit proximo suo in faciem ejus, idem iacit, ac si sangui- 
nem ejus effunderet. 
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lukewammess and outside fairness. Now, what is 
the punishment for hatred 'of the brethren? The 
Apostle's meaning is : You know it yourselves, that 
no murderer, no one who hates' his brother, has a 
permanent share in eternal life. O/dare either refers to 
prior instruction concerning the exclusion of all gross 
criminals from a share in Christ's kingdom, cfr. 
Ephes. V. 5, or it refers to the law of the Old Tes- 
tament punishing homicide with death, which St. 
John recalls to the remembrance of his readers, 
taking it, however, in a different, and quite spiritual 
sense, which implies the loss of eternal life in the 
kingdom of the Messiah. In this context the latter 
appears to be more probable. As St. John is here 
speaking to Christians, who already possessed some 
share in eternal life, he indicates its loss through 

hatred of the brethren, and says, ovx ^y^t h ah^ 

ro5 (iaUrjD, according to Cod. A. B. and others,) 
ykwMfSOiv* The phrase g;^g/v — r/ — fiftvw with St. 
John denotes the complete and permanent possession 
of a thing, cfr. John v. 38. This is certain, that 
fAhov(fav is neither here, nor in other places of St. John, 
a mere redundancy without meaning. 

Only perfect love, verse 16, only true love, has a 
share in eternal life. All agree in this, that izsTvog 
ver. 16, is to be referred to Christ ; but to what 
riiv dyd^Tiv refers is a contested point. Some copies, 
and most of the ancient interpreters, supply roD 
^oD, or, as the Syriac version does ccvrdZ g/; rjfi^g, and 
suppose that it means God's love in Christ, according 
to Rom. V. 8; John iii: 16. But this renders 
the sentiment incoherent, complicated, and obscure. 

p 
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Others supply less incorrectly and harshly roD Xf /ffroD 
after aya-jjji/. But that, too, renders the proposition 
disjointed. And altogether it is inconceivable, that 
since the common reading is sound, St. John should 
not have put either roD ^sov or roZ X^/tfroD, if his 
intention had been to imply either the one or 
the other. He certainly does so, iv. 8, 16, 17. Since, 
in the preceding, and also in the subsequent passage, 
the Apostle only speaks of brotherly-love, it is most 
natural to suppose that here too, the ayd'Tri itself is 
meant, and thus to complete the proposition. By 
this — by the example of Jesus, we have learned to 
know, and we do recognize love — and what is ^ ^* true 
and perfect brotherly-love. As Christ gave away 
his life for us, (vm§ rjfiuv for our good) cfr. iv. 9, 1(^, 
and thus gave to us the most perfect pattern of a 
friend's love, (John xv. 13,) thus we also, according 
to his new commandment, (John xiii. 34,) ought to lay 
down our lives (tus -v^fxas y/^£va/, cfr. John x. 11 ; xiii. 
36, and other places,) for the brethren, when love re- 
quires it. 

Verse 17. If it is the duty of the Christian thus 
to love the brethren, how unlike a Christian does he 
then act, who, being in possession of earthly goods, 
{rhv piov rou xofffiov, ^^^ cfr. Luke viii. 42 ; xv. 12, 30 ; 
xxi. 4,) sees his brother in distress (;3^^£/av e;^£/i') and 

1'^ Thug Bengel expressed it : — rfifiyuvrm amoris naturam. 
And. Beausobre : voici le Trai charactsre de la charite. 

"^ The sense in which fiif is here used is genuine Greek, 
as in the Greek proverb : fiUs ^iw hifuvag »w» Jrr< fiUs, Philo 
and others say xi**'^* fitetrtKat, xi**'" '"'^ ^'•*'' See Lobcck. 
Phrynichus, p. 366, Note. St, John adds t«5 »«<r^t;, to indi- 
cate the contrast with the superior goods of life, the (in. 
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shuts up his heart to him ; — how can the love of God, 
(cfr. ii. 5,) which only by brotherly-love can be de- 
monstrated and perfected, (cfr. iv. 12, 20, abide m 
such an one ? KXehiv ra (fTrXdyj(^ya. is a phrase used 
of the unmerciful, who shuts up against sympathy 
his heart, the seat of love and compassion, ru 
e^K'Ka.yyya iTA^Mi^ rm ohrt^fiuv : xa^dtn is also used in 
the same sense.) The Pauline expression : errs- 
vo^ea^iTd/^s sv roTg airkdy^votg v/tiofVy 2 Cor. vi. 12 is 
similar : a narrow heart is the opposite of the en- 
largement of the heart, or the large heart, xaobia — 
ffg-arXaruvra/."* 'Acr' abroZ, which also is a Hebraism, 
is best explained by considering it as an abridged 
mode of expression where ffT^B<p6;j,ivogy or some such 
word, is to be supplied, cfr. Matth. xxvi. 39 ; Mark 
xiv. 35 ; Psalm xxxi. 7 ; the unmerciful man shuts 
up his heart turning himself away from the poor. *^^ 
As St. John is speaking to Christians, and, at the 

^^^ See Test. X.II. Patriarch, Sim. p. 533, « «a^^/« fiuov h 

'Tet^fi, Testam. Zabul. p. 633, lU c!»tov viyJ^ov \ya», xai ri^^eifAtiv 
xkaitn Ku) ^^avat fMV i|f}A.vS'f}0'cv itr' t/Ut, xai trZo'et h vviffT»vtt 
VApy 0^«'X«^y;^lr«|r i;^ai;ir«f/r« liri rhv ^pv^i^v ftw. Ibid. p. 64 1, <r« 
r^XMy^fet (mmo ir^ i^fr« iff'* tthrtf us avft^a^imv. Still stronger 
seems the analogy of Act Thomse, § 15, ra f^iu ff^kay^^w 
fit! t^tffx^' *l IfMv, or, as Dr. 'i hilo reads in the Notes, ««-' 

IfAW. 

^^'' The explanation of Grotius : ** claudere ab aliquoe st ex- 
cludere aliqtwm" is not satisfactory. The anonymous author 
(Mangey) in Bowyer's Collection of Conjectures, proposed to 
read Iv ahrw — but it appears from what is said above that this 
is unnecessary. 
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same time, <^ possible defects in that Christtan life 
which ahready existed^ among diem, he says : mg — 
— /CKCiei, not esri, 

Ver. IB. In conclusion, St John adds an exhorta* 
tion to genuine and unmingled fraternal love, cfr. 
Rom. xii. 9. Neither is e^^ xai akfl^sttf tantologi- 
eal ; nor Xoytffy fL^^ rfi yXtiififiii. The latter expresnon, 
Tji yXfo^eTjy expresses a greats degree of hypociisy 
in love. As the love by words and tongue, when 
put as an antithesis to the love h s^^ xai oXij^qt, is 
no love at all, adding fAovw after /Xwertf);, as Semlcr 
and Lange have done, is incorrect. 

Only he who loves the brethren as cm^alfy and 
sincerely as Christ had done and ordained, ia a 
tme Christian ; only the consciousness of genuine 
brotherly-love affords tranquillity of mind, and peace 
and confidence in God. The interpreters agree, 
that this is the general sense of ver. 19 — 22, but in 
the interpretation of particulars they greatly differ."* 

It is manifest that h rovrtfiy ver. 19, refers to the 
preceding passage, ver. 16 — 18. Instead of ytvw- 
(fxcfitvy several copies read yvu<f6/is^cty and a few read 
yivcatrxofis^a. The common readii^ is weU suj^Kfft- 
ed, partly by the great majority of witnesses in its 
favoxtr, and partly by the usus loquendi of St. John. 
The two other readings evidently are corrections 

^^6 See Samuel Andreae Diss. De corde condemnante in H*- 
saeiet Ikenii Thesaur. Nov. TheoL Philol. Tom. II., p. 990, 
sqq., cfr. Wolf, Curse on this passage. We specially recom- 
mend here Nosselt Interpretatio Grammaticaloci, 1 Joann IIL, 
19—22. HalaB, 1804, in Pott Sylloge Commentat. TheoL, 
VoL VII. p. 1, sqq. 
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introduced for the purpose of rendering the proposi- 
tkm more regular {yvmgofu^a^ on account of the anb- 
aequent vttiUifjusv). — *Mx ri^s &kfi^iiag iheu (efr. John 
xviii. 37,) here denoted, being a true Christiauy a 
genuine disciple of Jesus, John xiii. dd ; dkfi^ua 
does not here mean truth or sincerity in the general 
sense,* but as it is put in 2 John 1, 2. 3 John 3, 4, 8, 
the truth of the gospel^ beside which, according to 
St John, every thing else was mere illusion and 
•^v^i. The context requires this interpretation. If 
fx r, aXf]^ Umi were equivalent to being sincere in a 
gem^ral sense, an intolerable tautology would arise, 
and the sign would be identical with that which is 
to be recognized by the sign. Genuine fraternal 
love is not only the sign of true Christianity, and of 
our being true disciples of Jesus, but it also is, and 
for this very reason too, the ground of tranquillity of 
mind and of peace with God, xai (h roury) v^otf- 
^i¥ aitrmi (^«oD, see ver. 21, ir^g rhv Sc^v) 9niaofMv 

* Without detenaining what it mMiu here, the tramlator 
affirms, without hefutation, that in the parallel quoted, rSf « 
Jt9 1» 9iis ikti^umt iufUt ftw r«f ^ttfvs, John xviii. 37) »X^^» 
means truth, in its most universal and comprehensive sense. 
For the Saviour is here undoubtedly establishing the univer- 
sality, the catholic character, of his own doctrine. The Sa- 
viour at no time established or implied any duplicity or spe- 
ciality in truth, or a plurality of truths, but here, speaking to 
a cultivated man, and one who may be supposed to have been 
aci|uainted with Greek and Roman systems, he solemnly affirms 
the oo-extensive universality of his own doctrine with truth t/. 
self: the essential identity between that truth, which even 
Pilate had the means of knowing (cfr. Rom. i. 18, 20, 21, 22), 
and his own doctrine. 
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ra; xa^diUi Tjfiw. t. e. if we are conscious of the 
genuine fraternal love, we may (this is expressed 
by the future Tiitfofj^sv) set our hearts at ease before 
God, "7 t. e. with regard to his judgment (not con- 
vince our hearts as some authors express it). See ver. 
21, where flrag^?j(y/ay e^o/ti^sv is correlate to 'jnt^eiv rag 
xa§d., cfr. Acts xii. 20. Matth. xxviii. 24,^^ The 
sentiment of Matth. vi. 14. John v. 24, is similar. 

Ver. 20. Both the construction and the sense are 
difficult ; the common reading of the verse seems un- 
assailable. For, although Cod. A, along with other 
authorities of less importance, omit or/, it is manifest 
that its difficulty, and the opinion generally received 
among the ancient interpreters, that it is redundant 
(^aosXxsiy says the Scholion in Matthai,^ has led to 
the omission. No reasonable critic would despise 
the aid of conjecture in a passage so difficult as this 
is, if any truly advantageous and probable conjecture 
were offered. Henr. Stephanus, fcom conjecture, 
substitutes tri for or/,"^ a conjecture easy in itself, 
which also has the approbation of Beza, Piscat(^ and 
Priceus, and to which the Syriac version too, seems 
to be favourable, inasmuch as it translates on by 
Nnn. But, although this renders the construction 

* ^"^ Thus the Syriac version expresses it. 

*** Xenophon. Histor. I. 7* ?• Plato de Legib. X. p. 960. 
f If Steph. Plato is meant, here must be a misquotation or mis> 
print. Page 960 is in the 12th book of that edit., there the 
participle trtiBifttwg occurs, but in the sense of obeying^ a6e- 
dient. — TransL ] 

"' Prefatio N. T. in the last §. See conjectures on the 
New Testament by Bowyer, in the German Translation by 
Schulz. p. 684, sqq.^ 
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easier, it does not at all render the context more clear. 
It is also difficult to conceive how Wi, if such was 
the original reading, could have entirely disappeared 
from the MSS., and have been exchanged for the more 
difRcult reading or/. Now, if the common reading 
is, in every case, to be preserved, the question arises, 
how Sri is to be taken in both cases, and to what it 
refers ? The vagueness, nay, the ambiguity of fid^uv, 
in this context, greatly enhances the difliculty of the 
solution of this question, and partly is the cause of 
our passage having been liable to many, not only 
different, but even contradictory interpretations. 

Some authors^^o refer on (taking the one as well 
as the other in the sense of that,) to crsiao/mv, make 
the latter on to be a repetition of the first, and then 
explain the passage as follows : We can (will) com- 
fort ourselves (our hearts) when our heart reproaches 
us, with this idea, that God is greater, t. e, more be- 
nign, and knows us better than we know ourselves. 
But, without here inquiring whether fLvZ^m can be 
referred to the divine grace, and whether the context 
warrants such an interpretation or not, we certainly 
find that the repetition of on, after such a very short 
parenthesis, is, even in St. John's style, far from be- 
ing probable,"^ and also, that referring both ons as 
an object-proposition-particle, to ^rg/tfo.agk which, con- 
sidered as a correlate to crao|jj r/ai' e;^e/v cr^og tIv ^eov, 

^^ For example, Dr. Augusti in his version of the Bible, 
Wahl in his Clavis, p. 660. 

121 Wahl quotes in his support Xenoph. Anab. V. 6. 19, 
VII. 4. 6. 
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ver. 21» can here only signify, to tranqmUizey caonot 
easily be justified. 

Others, and this is the prevailing opinion among 
the ancient interpreters,^ ^^ consider the first or/ as a 
causal-particle, and the second as a redundancy, or 
as mere indication of the apodosis [the consequent} 
meaning then}^^ (the Hebrew >3 is sometimes si- 
milarly used, for example Gen. xxii. 16 ; xxxi. 42, 
and in other places), or even as a particle of asseve- 
ration, (profecto certe). This interpretation gives 
the following meaning : For when our heart (con- 
science) condemns us, then truly (or how much more) 
God is greater, t. e. stricter or better knowing than 
our heart, (conscience,) &c. But, however much the 
context, particularly ver. 21, seems to favour this in- 
terpretation, a strict philological demonstration is yet 
wanting to prove that on is ever used in this manner 
afore stated, either in the Greek of the New Testa- 
ment, or even in the classical Greek. Only after 
g/Vgrv, y^ynv, or words of that description, it sometimes 
is redundant, but never in a construction like the one 
before us. Nor does it anywhere occur as a sign of 
the apodosis, either in the classics or in the Old 
or New Testament. The Alexandrinian Translators 
never put any expression whatever for the Hebrew 
•^2, when put in the apodosis in the sense oitheuy cfr. 

ivs For e«anple, St. Augustin, Theophylact, the Syriac Ver- 
sion. The Scholion in Matthai, on this passage* says; r« 
lfvrf^0y *'OTI «'«fiA.»ii. ? }i\ Aiyi/, rduurof iffrtf, %ly»^ &fiMfT»fWTtf 
rhv Ktt^iotf \eturSn Xk^7v ov iwAfU^tt, virt tiUv vurrifuvot r$m»Ur§ft 

1*5 Lange, Welker and others. 
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Gen. xxii. 16 ; xxxi. 42 ; Numb. xxii. 93 ; Job viii. 
6 ; xxxvii. 20. 

Faithfully adhering to the sense given by the ancient 
exegesisy Camerarius, Episcqpius, Calovius, Carpzov 
and others, endeavoured to aid the construction by 
unanimously translating the first Sti by since, or be' 
ixuise^ and considering the second as elliptical, but, 
according to their different ways of completing the 
ellipsis, they interpreted it sometimes as amoXoytxhv, 
sometimes as dtr^yrifiaTixov. Thus Camerarius sup- 
plies : nihil relinquitur bonae spei apud deum quia, 
&c. Episcopius : eheu, quam male nobiscum agetur, 
nam — ; Calovius : scimus aut scire debemus, quod — ; 
CarpzoV: ytviAtaxst avrr^v (^xa^dtav) o ^thi fOri (be- 
cause). The last mentioned author also proposes to 
t^e the second on in the sense of BtiXovqtu 

But an ellipsis like this, for which the fervor orU' 
tUmis, mentioned by Carpzov, is but an indifferent 
apology, is at best improbable, even while no better 
remedy can be found. 

But what remedy can be found ? Sam. Andreae,^^^ 
thought that he had removed all difficulties, by taking 
the first or/ joined to ccer, for ore &¥ or for orav, refer- 
ring the second ori, as causal particle, more directly to 
xarayivuigxfi, and thus translating the whole : Coram 
ipso sedabimus corda nostra, ^t guando cor nostrum 
nos arguendo condemnet eo quod (on) Deus major 
sit corde nostro et norit omnia* But neither in Matt* 
V. 31. Acts ^v. 1. Bom. x. 9, which Andrese quotes 

*•* In the Treatise before ment;ioned " De Corde Condem- 
nante," § 14, 17. 
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in his support, nor any where else, is or/ lay used for 
orav. Moreover, according to the clear context of 
our passage, the condemning judgment of conscience 
is not so much founded on the idea of God's om- 
niscience, as on the consciousness of lack of firatemal 
love. 

The philologist Hoogeveen,*** seems to remove, 
with much greater success, the philological difficulties 
of the passage, by joining more directly the proposi- 
tion, oTi ia¥ xaTaynuiffXT] rifLutv tj xa^d/oe, with the con- 
clusion of ver. 19, but taking ori, not for a conjunc- 
tion, but for a compound relative joined to iav, in the 
same sense in which it occurs, Colos. iii. 23 : — ^for quod- 
cunque, quiquid demum, and then translating the 
passage (ver. 19, 20,) thus: ethinc cognoscimus, nos 
ex veritate esse, et coram ipso secura reddemus corda 
nostra quocunque tandem crimine damnat nos cor : 
quia vel nam major est deus corde nostro. 

Morus and Nosselt adhere to this interpretation. 
The latter more especially has defended it with much 
spirit, and displayed it more at large.^^^ Nosselt 
maintains, that it not being St. John's purpose here 
to awaken, or to sharpen the sleeping, but much more 
to tranquillize and console an anxious conscience; 
none of those interpretations can here be admitted, in 
which the comparison betwixt the condemning con- 
science, and the omniscience of a punishing God, 
creates an idea, which is alarming to the anxious 
heart of the Christian. That, on the contrary, the 

*** See Doctrina particularum GrsBcarum, Ed. Schiitz, p. 
589, sqq. 

^^^ In the treatise afore-mentioned. 
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context even requires a consolatory sentiment like 
that afforded by Hoogeveen's interpretation, and that 
St. John's meaning clearly is this : " That the true 
Christian, when conscious of a perfect and immingled 
fraternal love, .may, however much in other respects 
condemned by his conscience, yet be well assured of 
God's mercy ; for, that he, the God of love, is greater 
in pardoning than our heart, and his omniscience 
knows better than we ourselves, our weakness, our 
contrition for sin, and, at the same time, our chari- 
table disposition, and our struggles." As Peter, once 
asked by the Lord, whether he loved him, finally 
comforted himself by answering : Lord, thou knowest 
all things, thou knowest also that I love thee ! — that 
even so St. John, recollecting this fact, John xxi. 15, 
sqq. seems to comfort the anxious minds of his readers 
by reminding them of the omniscience of a gracious 
God. That the objection to this interpretation, 
which, perhaps, may be found in ver. 21, will disap- 
pear, when it is considered that the xaruyvuffig ttj; xao- 
Stag fifiuvy ver. 21, is quite different from that of ver. 
20 ; that the former refers to the lack of brotherly- 
love, the latter to aU other sins, the lack of brotherly- 
love only excepted. And that, as in Matt. vi. 14, the 
Saviour said : If you forgive men their trespasses, 
your heavenly Father will also forgive you, — even so 
St. John here grounds on the consciousness of love 
to the brethren, the hope of forgiveness of sins. 

I confess that I cannot go along with Hoogeveen's 
interpretation, not even so justified and enlarged as 
it has been by Nosselt ; and these are my reasons : 
In the first places as to its most brilliant, I mean its 
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philological aspect, this only scruple occurs to my 
mind, that, since TLarttytyiM^xuv m ver. 21, is put neu- 
trally without the object of accusation, its being also 
neutrally put in ver. 20, is much more probable than 
the reverse. Even because, according to Nosselt, 
the xardymaii in ver. 21, is referred to something 
different from that to which the xara/vAi^/^ of ver. 20 
refers, it was, in my opinion, indispensable in ver. 21, 
definitively to state its object. Still this may be jus- 
tified, and this scruple removed. But, secondly^ it 
appears to me quite impossible to justify the 
Hoogeveen-Nosselt interpretation with respect to 
the idea which it conveys, and with regard to 
its connection with the context. The end and 
purpose of this epistle is not consolation merely, 
but also, and in this passage, ver. 11 — 18, 23, 
in a much greater degree, exhortation and warn- 
ing, with reference to God's judgment against every 
kind of unrighteousness, every deception and hypo- 
crisy of the heart, see ver. 17, 18. If St. John either 
here, or anywhere else in the epistle, did consider 
fraternal love merely as an isolated virtue, in the pos- 
session of which, man may sin a good deal, the sen- 
timent which Nosselt finds in our passage might be 
tolerated. But the fundamental idea of the epistle 
is the very reverse. St. John considers fraternal 
love as the fulfilment of the whole of dixatotfvvfi — as 
that virtue in which the whole of the Christian's life 
in the light, tihe ayvortig and the love of God, to- 
gether with the knowledge of God, are to shew them- 
selves in their highest perfection, cfr. ii. 9 — 11 ; iii. 
14, 23 ; iv. 20, 21 ; v. 1, sqq. In a similar sense, it 
is said, that when this Apostle Vfos d3ning, he cried 
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repeatedly : Little children lave one another, — ^this 
is the Lord's commandment, and when this one com- 
mandment is fnlflUed, it is sufficient ! Accordingly, 
when our conscience bears us witness that we possess 
in us the true, the perfect brotherly love, there can- 
not, in that case, according to St. John, at all exist 
any xardyfot^ii rrig xa^a; TifLoit, Nosseh's interpre- 
tation then, is so far from being necessary for the 
context of our passage, that it is not even compatible 
with it, and does in general not agree with St. John's 
doctrine in our epistle. In the view presented by 
the ideal divine crisis betwixt righteousness and sin, 
St. John can find no rest for the heart as long as 
man is in any way conereious of sin, as such, befoi'e 
God who is holy and just. It is impossible there- 
fore that St. John means to say, that fraternal love, 
considered as an isolated virtue, compensates before 
God tho lack of all other virtues ; he says no more 
than this : that love being a perfect fiiHShnent of the 
law, gives to the heart a complete confidence and 
peace with God. But, according to the interpreta- 
tion of Hoogeveen and Nosselt, St. John would here 
be thinking of a mind divided between tranquillity 
and di^uietude of conscience, as also between 
righteousness and sin. For such a mind the omni- 
science of God can only be alarming and not con- 
solatory. Christ encourages only quiet and unpre- 
tending piety, Matth. vi. 6, 18, by the idea of an 
omniscient God. A conscience that stiH is in any de- 
gree charged with sin^ can find its consolation and 
its peace only in faith — in the mercy and paternal 
love of God through Christ, ii. 1> sqq. No support 
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can be gained for Nosselt's interpretation, from a com- 
parison between our passage and John xxi. 15, sqq^ 
even were we to suppose that this chapter was genuine ; 
for there Peter, when the Lord is inquiring afler his 
love, comforts himself by the consciousness of his 
love, and by this too, that the Lord knows him, and 
also his sincere love to the Lord — a case which 
bears no resemblance whatever to that of man hav- 
ing to derive consolation from God's onmiscience, 
while he is as yet oppressed with sin, but at the 
same time conscious of his love to the brethren. In- 
deed, Nosselt refers the indefinite /ubI^uv to the di- 
vine love and grace, and thus endeavours to make 
his interpretation conform with the general doctrine 
of Scripture in this matter. But in vain ! Chap. iv. 
4, iiiiZjuv is used of God's greater power, v. 9, of the 
fuller evidence of divine testimony ; nowhere in the 
New Testament does it occur, being absolutely 
used, as denoting God's greater love. Some authors, 
on account of the subsequent xai ytvthaxu ^avra sup- 
pose that God's omniscience is expressed by it.*27 
But, from the comparison with the condenming heart, 
it appears that it is much more correctly explained 
by referring it to God's strictness in judgment. 
Since, then, a similar reference of the two corre- 
j^ponding expressions, sav xarayivdjffjuij ver. 20, and 
sav fiB xarayivuxfjtsi, ver. 21, to the lack of brotherly- 
love, is much more probable than the dissimilar one 
proposed by Nosselt, which cannot be justified by any 
thing but necessity ; the interpretation of Hoogeveen 

1^' The Scholia in Watthai and Clem. Alexaiidr. 
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appears to me to be much more strongly opposed by 
arguments drawn from the context, than it is sup* 
ported by philological arguments. 

The very same reasoning which brings me to 
speak against the exegesis of Hoogeveen and Nds- 
selt, impels me to choose among the different in- 
terpretations, one which establishes a strict antithesis 
between verses 20 and 21, and at the same time con- 
siders verse 20 as syntactically distinct from verse 
19, making of the whole passage, verse 20 — 22, the 
following sense and context : For when we (do not 
possess the full and genuine brotherly-love, and ac- 
cordingly) our heart (conscience) condemns us (in 
this respect) (we know) that God's judicial strictness 
is greater than that of our hearts, and that he knows 
all. When (on the contrary) our heart does not con- 
demn us (for lack of brotherly-love), we have cheerful- 
ness, (confidence, tranquillity of mind) towards God, 
and, whatever we ask, we will receive of him, be- 
cause we (loving the brethren) keep his command- 
ments, and do that which pleases him. The second 
or/ causes the only difficulty in this interpretation. 
I take it elliptically as an object-proposition-particle, 
dependent on the omitted ytvoJffxo/JLSv * or cl/doLfisvy 

* Dr. Liicke here, J do not in the least doubt, correctly sup- 
plies yiv^z^if, but ill his version he has supplied 7^/>Ar»irt, 
(so wisset). I am greatly surprised that the real remedy for 
all difficulties in this passage has not occurred to so many 
eminent and learned divines and critics as have commented 
upon it, although that remedy is so obvious and simple, that, 
after it is once stated, I can hardly imagine that a question 
can be raised against it. The remedy is neither more nor 
less, than to suppose that one single zui before in has been 
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which, according to what is said above, is easily sup- 
plied, — as long as there is no other remedy, this 
appears to me the easiest manner of removing the 
difficulty of this constmction according to thetmalo- 
gy of St. John's style, cfr. ▼. 15 ; ii. 29. 

dropped by transcribers at the oommenoement of yerse 20. 
Restoring this »«2 renders the construction perfectly clear, for 
it indicates the understood repetition of ytmexatAtJt from vers^ 
19, where it is required, viz. before %ti fitit^atv in verse 20^. 
Perhaps trt in both the claufleB of verse 20, are objeet-prdposi- 
tion-partides, angliee that. I am aware that thus the second 
•rt still is, in reality, superfluous, but in St. John's style it 
would in this collocation be by no means unnatural or unex- 
pected. The words of the Scholiast too, materially support 
this conjecture : he might well say rl ^tuvt^n trt vet^iXxtty if 
in the beginning of the verse he read mu •«•< Uv, &c., but if 
he read not »«), the construction was by no means cleared up 
by merely saying : t« iivr. tn ir«^cx«.'* It is not worth while 
here to demonstrate how the ««i may have been omitted even 
in the oldest copies: it is a word more easily dropt than 
others, on account of its frequency and not uncommon redun- 
dancy ; aifd here the preceding verse 19 also commenced with 
»c2, which circumstance perhaps suggested to a careless trfth^- 
cri^er the notion that here it was dispensable. 

By adopting this indispensable ««2, the construction, the 
version and interpretation, remain exactly a^ proposed by Dr. 
l.ticke, with the exception only of the first «t<, which he makes 
causal, and the syntactic separation he establishefl between 
verse 19 and 20. 

According to my reading, I translate the whole passage, ver. 
18 — 21, thus : '^ My little children ! let us not love by speech 
and by tongue, but in deed and in truth : and by ihU [by the 
charity which is in us], we know, that we are of the truth, 
and that we shall be able to render our hearts confident be- 
fore him : — and thai'^if our hearts condemn us — (we know, 
1 say), that God is greater than our hearts, and knows all 
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Chap. V. ver. 14, shews that the flragp>j<r/a ^^hg rhv 
^ihv, ver. 21, has a special reference to confidence in 
prayer, and that, accordingly, ver. 22 is immediately 
connected with ver. 21, as its epexegesis. Inasmuch 
as the true Christian, who keeps God's command- 
ments, and does what pleases God, cannot ask for 
anything which is not in conformity with the will of 
God, he always is well assured that his prayer will 
be heard, v. 14, (cfr. John xvi. 24, 8q<3.) According 
to St. John then, the ground of our prayers being 
heard is purely moral. 

The sum of all God's commandments, the com- 
pendium as it were of that life which is pleasing in 
the sight of God, is ver. 28 — the aydrn'ti tx ^/tfrsfti^, 
(1 Tim. i. 5), the cr/Vn; d/ dyd'^rfig hs^ovf/kivvj (Gal. v. 
6), cfr. Gal. V. 14. Brotherly-love, according to St. 
John's view, has its root in the belief in Jesus Christ's 
Messiahnic ovofjMy he being the founder of the Christian 
XMVMvia. — Ka^ug sduxsv svroX^v vjfiTv only refers to Iva 

things : My friends ! If our hearts do not condemn us, we 
have confidence towards God." 

Charity is a standard — au index — which imparts information 
to us in two ways : by its presence and by its absence : When 
it is present, we know by it, 1st, That we are of the truth ; 
and, 2d, That we can render our hearts confident before 
God : When it is absent — ^when we feel conscious of its ab- 
sence — and when our heart accordingly condemns us, we there- 
by know : That our condemnation is great indeed, and exceeds 
our worst fears, for God, our judge, is greater than our hearts, 
and knows all things. Having established this as a general 
rule, the Apostle adds emphatioally, and in a direct address : 
Dear friends ! " It is only when our heart does not condemn 
us (on the score of brotherly-love), that we can have confidence 
towards God." — TransL] 

Q 
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dyairufitv aXX^Xou; and ought to be understood in 
conformity with John xiii. 34, cfr. here ver. 16. We 
ought to love each other in that degree which Christ 
has ordered in the new commandment. 

In ver. 24, it is doubtful to whom avrovy h aurcl;, 
and ahrh^ should be referred. As the last gramma- 
tical subject, ver. 23, was Christ (xa^a>g ihtaxiv — ,) it 
seems that here too, all these expressions ought to 
be referred to Christ. Christ also, according to ii. 
20, 27. John xvi. 7, gives the spirit and belief, and 
brotherly-love is most closely connected with the 
communion with Christ, cfr. John xiii. 35 ; xiv. 20, 
21 ; XV. 4—10. However, as God is the main 
grammatical subject in that which precedes, and the 
Apostle has beep speaking more particularly about 
communion with God, and a filial relation to God, and 
in the subsequent passage speaks of that spirit which 
is of God ; and as Grod is also spoken of by St. John 
as a giver of the Spirit ; it seems preferable in this 
verse to refer aOri; to God,^*^ cfr. ii. 3 — 6, and the 
most decisive passage, iv. 13. 

God's abiding, or dwelling in man, is effected 
through the communion of the Holy Ghost, by the 
fruits of which, viz. faith and brotherly-love, we per- 
ceive whether God is in us, and whether we are his 
children, cfr. iv. 15. Rom. viii. 16. — Thus purely 
ethical, thus clear and perspicuous, is that which 
has been termed the Mystique of St. John ! 

The Anakoluthon, sy roxtTtf) — ix roZ 'xnitfiMroi — has 
arisen from conciseness, cfr. iv. 13. 

»*8 This was done by all the ancient Interpreters. 
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SEVENTH SECTION. 

CHAPTER IV. 1—6. 

How easily may man deceive himself with regard to 
the divine Spirit in himself and in others, for there is 
also a spirit of illusion and error, which most un- 
warrantably calls itself divine. Therefore, nothing 
is of greater moment for the Christian — ^particularly 
in times of great spiritual ferment, when illusions 
and a hypocritical pretence of the divine Spirit so 
easily arise, and truth and error are deceitfully 
blended together — than the doxt/ji,a<r/a rm wsufjukruv^ 
(btcLx^icii iryvjfitdrmy 1 Cor. xii. 10), s/ sx ^soD icriv. 
Now, St. John, establishing this trial of the spirits as 
a duty for his readers, gives them at the same time the 
true touchstone for it, iv. 23, and likewise consoles 
and encourages them by this sentiment, that they, as 
true believers, had already gained a victory (over the 
illusive spirits), and that the divine Spirit dwelling 
in them is greater than the spirit of the world, the 
spirit of seduction, iv. 4 — 6. 

Ver. 1. by 'rvcu/iara — 'jrav '^rviUfiM — the -irvevfiMTa 
crgop^rwi/ 1 Cor. xiv. 32, the XaXouvrgj sv '^rvi-j/tiari, 1 
Cor. xii. 3, are here to be understood, cfr. 1 Cor. xii. 
10. 2 Thes. ii. 2. 1 Tim. iv. 1. As there existed, 
even in the age of the Old Testament, both true pro- 
phets and also hypocritical or false prophets, Deut. 
xiii. 1,* so also in the church, as the Lord himself 

• Deut. xiii. ver. 1 ? This quotation is correct by tlie 
English Bible, and the ordinary versions : but by the correct 
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had foretold, Matt. xxiv. 11, 24, there arose from the 
very beginning a pseudo-Christian prophetship, be- 
side that which was genuine. — The yagi^fia of the 
diax^tifii mtufiMTuvy which St. Paul establishes as a 
corrective for the prophetic ^d^i<f/iay 1 Cor. xii. 10 ; 
xiv. 29, has reference to this. In a similar sense, 
St. John says: Selieve (^lanvers), not every pro- 
phetic spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of 
God ; for there are already many £sdse prophets gone 
out into the world, (t. e. they have appeared among 
us, 'i^sXfiXv%tfftv iig rov xotf/^ov, cfr. John vi. 14 ; xvi. 28 ; 
xviii. 37, where the simpler phrase, t^. stg rhv xoff/uv 
is used to express the coming forward of God's tnie 
messengers.) Concerning the idea of prophetship 
in the New Testament, and its partial difference 
from that of the Old Testament, see 1 Cor. xiv. 1 — 4, 
24. Ephes. iv. ll."» 

Verse 2. By this ye know (yivwtfxgTf, which being 
supported by the most numerous and most important 
authorities, seems to be more like St. John's mode 
of expression, than ytvwffxirat), the Spirit of God (in 
the prophets ;) every (prophetic) Tvev/ia* which ac- 
knowledges, that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh, 
is of God. Similar is the criterion of the genuine 
Christian prophetship, 1 Cor. xii. 3. Respecting the 
historical relation, and the true meaning of the phrase 
'iTjff. Xo, sv (Jaoxi gX^jXySora (not sXjjXySba/, which 

Hebrew Bibles, Ilalm^s for example, the verse here alluded to 
is the SECOND ; because in the common versions, the first verbe 

of chap. xiii. had been appended to chap, xii TranaL 

129 See Koppe N. T., Ep. ad Ephes. Exc. III. 0e Pro- 
phetis inter primos Christianos. 
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reading clearly owes its origin to translations and 
quotations), see the Introduction, where all that is 
most indispensable is stated on the subject.^'^ Here 
the following may be added : As in iii. 23, so here 
also, 'IniTtf^ XPi</T6g must be taken as a historical no- 
tion, cfr. v. 6. As to the expression h <fa^xi f X^jXu^^a, 
it is evident from John v. 43 ; vi. 14 ; vii. 28, 29 ; viii. 
42 ; xvi. 28 ; xviii. 37, that s^i<^(u of itself applied 
to Christy with, or without rht xo^fAov^ in St. John's 
language denotes the avouroMf the pan^wtfii of Christ. 
If, then, the additional expression sv gu^xi is not to 
be considered as quite redundant, (which is inad- 
missible in a strictly didactic passage like the pre- 
sent) it must contain a more precise determination 
of the mode and manner of Christ's coming. '£^- 
y(i<^ou ev or 5/^, ^^ K11, never denotes simply coming, 
or appearing, but always expresses a definite mode 
of coming ; it expresses the state, or the purpose, or 
the company of the person coming, (cfr. 2 Sam. xx. 
22. 1 Cor. iv. 21, and this epistle, v. 6, where iv 
and di6t are used aitemately.) If we now compare 
John i. 14. 1 Tim. iii. 16. Rom.i. d> 4; it will be 
manifest, that tv <rafx/ iX^jX. must be equivalent to iv 
aa^xi ^ayf^w^^va/ 1 Tim. iii. 16, JXfjX. iftk^xa ye¥6,(AivWf 
John i. 14, (or as St. Ignatius expresses it, Iv col^xI 
yfv6fi,j aa^op6oov), and that one essential character- 
istic of the Messiahnic manifestation, viz. the recti 
humanity of the Redeemer, is expressed by it, cfr. 
Rom. i. 3, 4. 

Ver. 3. The reading of the negative antichristian 

^^ Page 72, sqq. 
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formula is doubtfuL The common reading S ftJi 
ofjLoXoygT rhv *I»jffotfv X^tttrhv h (fa^x/ iXjjXu^ora, is, witb 
the exception of rh before 'l9}<roDy, sapported by the 
analogy of St. John's style. But Socrates says, that 
tv roTg 'raXouoTg avrty^dpoig is written thus : 5rt Tav 
^sD/sto, \\fn rh¥ 'Ifiaovvy aero rov ^eov ovx sifri. And 
then he adds: Taunjv — r^v dtdvoiav ix rStv ^aXouw 
avryy^a^m vt^isT^v 0/ y(J^^i^uv &*irh roEl r^; oSxowfjuag 
a¥^^mrov fiovXSjuspct rfiv ^eorrira,^ '^ The same reading^ 
as Socrates found in. his ancient MSS., has been 
adopted by the Vulgate, by several Latin fathers, 
( Augustin, Leo,^^' and others), and by the old Latin 
translator of Irenaeus, and some of these have the ad- 
dition in came vetiisse. Tertullian combines both 
readings, and red,ds thus (Adv. Marc. V. 16): ^<ne- 
gantes Christum in came venisse — et solventes," (cfr. 
Adv. Psychic. Cap. 1, " nee quod lesum Christum 
solvant," and De Came Chr. 24. << Qui negat 
Christum in came venisse — hie antichristus est) ; the 
same expressions are used by Tychonius and Au- 
gustin : " Qui solvit lesum et negat in came ve- 
nisse." — But the common reading is found in all the 
Greek MSS., in the Syriac versions, and, from Poly- 
carp downwards, in all the Greek fathers, only a few 
copies have not the article before *l9i(fauv but of 

^^' H. £. VIL 32. Valesius conjectured that Socrates in 
his MS. read thus : S Xvu tav *lfirwf ittti rtS Sf«f/ •» TtS ^uS 
ev» irrtf, but Matthai that he wrote thus : S fin iffX^yUy r«»- 
rfrr<y S kutt. But neither the history of this reading (« X»tt), 
nor Socrates*s var. lect. is favourable to these conjectures. 

^^' The latter read in Greek iteu^tSv, Epist. lO, ad Flavian. 
Cap. V. 
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other more important authorities, such as A. B., 
Origenes, Cyrillus, some omit Xpicrhv and others 
sv aa^Kt sXijXi^^oVa. From what has here been ob- 
served, it is manifest that the reading o XUi rh X^/- 
(Trov, which Socrates found in his ancient MSS., is in- 
deed very old. But it is equally plain, particularly 
from Tertullian (Adv. Psychic. I, and Contra Marc. 
V. 16), that in all probability it is of Latin origin, 
and that it has (as even Grotius conjectured) arisen 
from an antignostic gloss,^^^ and in process of time 
found its way into the Greek text ; but has not at 
all been generally received. It clearly is much too 
erudite and obscure for St. John's style, nay, for the 
style of the New Testament generally, and even on 
that account we would have to reject it uncondi- 
tionally, were it even much better supported by the 
critical authorities than it is. 

But now, as to the question : Whether the more 
explicit lectio recepia, or the more abridged reading : 
firi ofMXoyiTrhv *IijtfoDv, which chiefly is supported by 
the Vatican and Alexandrin. MSS., deserves the pre- 
ference : although Griesbach has declared in favour of 
the latter, I confess I feel inclined to give the prefer- 
ence to the former. Wherever St. John places the 
affirmative in juxtaposition with the negative, he 
has a predilection for such complete symmetrical 

^^ So much may be seen from TertuUian's way of reading 
the passage; but still more distinctly from the Scholion in 
Matthai, p. 225, where we find : v^etSitvfeiv yet^ avrtu (rw 

Xu^ifot, 
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repetitioiM, cfr. yer. 6. The shorter reading is too 
obscure for St John's style,^'^ and seems to owe its 
(Migin to an early conflict between the more complete 
phrase, and the reading : 8 \vu rw 'Iti^ovv. It is also 
to be remembered that the ledio recepta is supported 
both by the earliest (P<dycaTp) and the most nume- 
rous authorities. Only, this one correction of the 
common reading, I should deem allowable, viz. to 
strike out the artide before 'Ifi^euv, which is omitted 
in some, although indeed less important MSS., and 
also by Polycarp and Theophylact. It appears to 
have arisen from the reading : Xvst rhv 'Ifi^oOv : every 
where else in the epistle, St. John writes *Ifi<rovg, with- 
out an article. Ka/ tovto — rb roD * Avn^o/trrov can, in 
the context before us, only be referred to, and com- 
pleted from irav 'irvsvfia. "O axfjx. too, refers to it, 
and Henry Stephans' conjecture, Si^, is quite unneees' 
son/,* Where and how had the readers heard that 
the antichrist was to come, e^frai ? Clearly not for 
the 6rst time in this epistle. As in ii. 18, St. John 
here too alludes to an earlier information on the sub- 

^^ Stroth's conjecture, therefore, that there origmally was 
written • /K« is quite untenable. [This i? too concise to be 
understood by some of our readers Stroth*8 conjecture was : 
That this had been the original reading, ver. 3, Kc} irSy «w»- 
ft0 9 fth, U Tw SfMf Ht» t^i, ** and every tjnrit thai [does] not, 
is not of God,''-^ Trarul. ] 

* I wonder that Dr. LUcke dedares Stephans' conjecture quite 
unnecessary, for surely it would be less awkward to read : 
<< This is that spirit of antichrist of whom you have heard that 
he should come, and who already now is in the world,'* than 
what we find in the Bnglish text, faithftil as the version there 
is to the received Greek originaL TransL 
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ject. The doctrine concerning the antichrist was 
an essential part of a complete system of instruc- 
tion respecting the Christian sXcr/;, s. 2 The8S.ii. l,sqq. 

Ver. 4. True Christians are bom of God. But all 
that is bom of God overcomes the world, nay, 
through the faith in Jesus the Christ, the antichristian 
world is ah^ady overcome, cfr. ii. 13, 14 ; v. 4, 5. 
But those who are sure of the victory, those who ale- 
ready have it, as it were, in their hands, fight more 
courageously, and more readily obtain the victory. 
It is not, therefore, because the readers had already 
before overcome heretics, as Grotius supposes, but 
because, as faithful, and born of God, even through 
the faith in Jesus Christ, they already had overcome 
the antichristian principle^ the world in general^ and 
because this total victory conditions and secures the 
victory in detail, over the separate powers of the 
antichristian world, that St. John, comforting and en- 
couraging them to constancy, and to an exercise of 
their right of conquest over the world, says : xa/ 
vsvtXTixars aurovg (viz. the antichristians, rhv Avri^i^rov, 
ver. 3, taken as a collective, cfr. ii. 18). By way of 
explanation he adds : For he who is in you, 6 h u^c/v, 
viz. God (the Spirit of God), of \^hom you are born, 
and who remains in you, iii. 24, is greater, f. e. 
mightier, than he who is in the world, 6 &§x^v rou 
x6<ffiovy 6 irovTiehi whose rsxva the antichrists are, cfr. 
1 Cor. XV. 57, but more specially, Ephes. vi. 10 — 17. 

Ver. 5 and 6 are again founded on the absolute 
xoitfig betwixt the world and God, between infidel 
antichristianity and genuine Christianity. By the 
worldly principle, only worldly things are produced, 
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t. €. antichristian doctrine and the world's approbation, 
cfr. John iii. 31 ; viii. 23, ^ Bat we,^ St« John adds, 
communicatively, ver. 6, " We are of God, and we 
do therefore not listen to worldly doctrine." But 
whosoever knows God, and consequently belongs to 
the godly race, (cfir. John viii. 43, 47,) hears us, 
(follows us,) us, who believe in Jesus the Messiah 
the Son of God, and propagate this faith, cfr. ii. 23. 
But whosoever is not of God, hears us (follows us) 
not, (denies that Jesus the Christ has appeared in the 
flesh,) see ver. 3. By this then, (t. e. by the confess- 
ing or denying of Jesus the Christ, in the true sense 
of the word,) by this we know, (t. e. distinguish) the 
prophetic spirits, whether they be of God or not, 
whether they are the instruments of the Spirit of 
truth, (John xv. 26 ; xvi. 13,) or of the spirit of er- 
ror and seduction, rrig ^Xavtic, cfr. 1 Tim. iv. 1, (roS 

The ix Tou Ssou sTvat, is, according to St. John, both 
universal, and also special, or Christian, cfr. John 
viii. 47, the birth of God in its general sense, is the 
basis of the filial relation to God in Christ. But, 
considered in the light of the divine x^htg^ as here, 
the universal consciousness in God, or life in God, 
coincides with that which is more special or Chris- 
tian, and St. John does not conceive as possible 
the existence of a godly man, in the universal sense 
of the word, who, at the same time, either is not a 
Christian, or, when the word of God comes to him, 
would not immediately become a Christian. 
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SECTION EIGHTH. 

CHAPTER IV. 7 CHAPTER V. 5. 

After this digression concerning the doxi/Aacta rSjv 
^ivfidrca¥y iv. 1 — ^6, St. John resumes the subject of 
iii. 23, 24, cfir. ver. 18, in order to enforce the para- 
clesis to brotherly-love with still stronger motives, 
and more specially in order to place in its true light 
the relation betwixt brotherly-love, and love to God, 
and faith in Jesus the Messiah. Chap. iii. ver. 23, 
24, may be considered as a short summary of this 
whole section. 

Ver. 7 and 8. The filial relation to God, (ex roS 
^eov ys\^¥fl^fivai,) consists in a resemblance to God ef- 
fected by the knowledge of the divine character. 
Now, since with regard to the redemption, God's 
most essential attribute is love, ver. 8, and love has 
no earthly origin, but has its source in God, ver. 7, 
it naturally follows, that whoever rightly knows God, 
and is bom of God, loves the brethren, and vice 
versoy he who practices love, is born of God, and 
knows him. 

Ver. 7 and 8 are founded on this reasoning. St. 
John places the last first, because the connection 
with ver. 6 naturally led him to such an arrange- 
ment. This is St John's meaning : ver. 7, " Let us 
love one another, as those who truly are of God, and 
rightly know him, (ver. 6,) for love (brotherly-love) 
is not ix Toij xosfiouy but ix ro\j ^eou, (it belongs to that 
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life which is of God,) it is an essential criterion of a 
filial relation to God, and of right knowledge of him. 
The Alexandr. MS. reads rhf ^sh¥ after dya<jrZv, But 
both here and in ver. 8, as is clearly seen, both from 
the context and from comparison with rer. 11, 20, 
and 21, 6 dyawuv is absolutely used, and denotes 
hrolherly^love. Thus, St. Paul too uses dyd'tni abso- 
lutely in the sense of brotherly-love, cfr. 1 Cor. xiii. 
1. Philipp. ii. 2. 

The filial relation to God, and the knowledge of 
God condition each other according to St. John, ver. 
6. For this reason, St. John puts the one instead of 
the other, and always considers the one as implied in 
the other. Accordingly, the reading ix rou Segu oOx 
hrh after aya^wv, ver. 8, in Cod. 9 of Griesbach, is 
evidently spurious. Since God is love, cfr. ver. 16, 
t. e. entirely love, (love itself) no man who has ob- 
tained a right knowledge of God (and accordingly is 
bom of God), can do otherwise than, in imitation of 
him, love the brethren. St. John puts the tiUribuU 
of love as God*s essence, (in a similar manner as in 
the Gospel iv. 24, mivfia 6 ^iog), because God, in the 
redemption through Christ, is more specially and 
most perfectly recognized and felt to be lave essen- 
tially.i3fi To this ver. 9 and 10, (in which God's 
love in the redemption of the world, through Christ, 
is more accurately described,) are beautifully sub- 
joined. The closer connection betwixt ver. 8 and 
9, is as follows : God can be recognized by us as love, 

^^ A more copious scientific explanation of this sentence of 
St John's is to be found in Schleiermacher's <* Glaubenslehie,** 
(Doctrine of the Faith,) Vol. II. p. 672. 
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(this h fi/uuv being put instead of ^/ctTv, is to be referred 
to £^av£^Mdt]), oTi r69 urn abroiy rhv iMvoyiir}^'^ avf^raX* 
X6V ui rhf M6fitOv (cfr. Gosp. iii. 17), ha Z^^ttdifitv (in- 
stead of ^w^v cuutvtov sy(ju,U0iv) 6i abrtiO, (t. ^. rrtorfxtoyrt^ 
ug rh ovo^aauroD, v. 13), efr. Gosp. iii. 16 ; Rom. viii. 
32, sqq. 

In ver. 10, the Apostle makes the greatness of 
God's love in the sending of Christ, more specially 
s^parent, by shewing that this love was not God's re- 
turn for our love to him, or, as it were, love of the 
second rank ; but rathar a pure love of mercy. In 
this, he says, God's love consists, (sv rour^ tarh ij 
dyd'jrTiy viz. row ^iov), not in this (euit iv rovrtff^^^ or/), 
that we had (previously) loved God, but (in this [sv 
rouTtfi] on), that he loved us (first^'* cfr. v. 19), and 
from love hath sent his Son as a propitiation, (an 
atoner, or on purpose to atone, cfr. ii. 2), for our 
sins, cfr. John iii. 16 ; Rom. v. 6, sqq, ; viii. 32, sqq. 
Even without considering the redemption through 
Christ, man's love to God, is only love in return, and 
God is always the first in his love ; in this respect 
too, the ayaTfi is always tx roZ Seou, v. 7. 

I'^c Some of Griesbach's authoiities have Srt or ««) trt before 
h rovTM, but this clearly is a gloss. 

^^'' See the Author's Commentary on the Gospel, i. 14. Vol. 
I. p 420. 

^^•^ Thus I think w^ tri— «>X' Srt is to be resolved. Gro- 
tius's and Lange's transposition, art «i/;^— appears to me less 
correct. 

^^^ The Vulgate has here ** prior f'* which is borrowed irom 
ver. 19. 
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Ver. 11. Since, (wV*® cfr. Gosp. xiii. 14, 17, and 
other places), God hath so greatly (ouro;^, ver. 9, 10), 
loved us : we abo must (imitating God in his love to 
man, or, from a feeling of the communion established 
between God's children by God's love in Christ), 
love one another as brothers in Christ, cfr. v. 1, 2. 

Ver. 12. Here the interpretation is controverted. 
Carpzov connects %ih oude/^ irmron ri^iarau with ver. 
14, as if St« John had written %ihv /mv ovdeig ':rutcroTs 

Tt^sarar dXX* ijfLeTg aXfi^ug re^£a/i.6da, and his 

meaning had been as follows : nemo quidem deum 
conspicere naturam do^arov potest in vita hac, nedum 
comprehendere. Ipse tamen indicia dedit sui amoris 
luculenta, praecipue eo, dum se praebuit conspicien- 
dum in lesu ^eocv^^wt^ filio suo, quem in mundum 
miserat loan. xiv. 9. Eundem et ego (loannes) et 
apostoli reliqui, discipuli etiam complures, vidimus 
omnes atque contemplati sumus, i. 1, sqq. But 
Lange has justly rejected this interpretation. The 
intermediate proposition, from the beginning of ver. 
12 to ver. 14, is not only too long, but its substance 
also is too essential, and does too much belong to 
the leading train of ideas, to be considered as a pa- 
renthesis. Nor is there any conjunctive particle in- 
dicating, even in the remotest degree, a mutual re- 
lation betwixt the two propositions of ver. 12 and 
ver. 14. Lastly, and this is most important, the pro- 
position ^£ov oudiig ffWTors rs^sarat is so categorically 
put, that, (in the absence of intermediate propositions 

"° Concerning tl with the Prieterite Indie, see Winer's 
Gramm p. 92, and Wahl's Clavis, p. 220. 
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respecting the visibility, or rather cognoscibility* of 
God latent in Christ, as defined in Gosp. xiv. 9,*^^ 
ver. 14, can by no means be considered as its limita- 
tion. The right interpretation of the passage appears 
to me to be this : Considering this as granted, that 
hmnan love without a visible, without an imme- 
diately present object, is not easily kindled or sup- 
ported, — and likewise, in order to explain why he 
did not say in verse 11, since God hath thus loved 
us, let us love him again / but rather : Since God 
hath so greatly loved us, we must also love one 
another ! — St. John evidently wishes to express as 
much as this : Man cannot immediately return to the 
invisible God, that love which he hath shewn to us, 
for no man hath ever seen God, (t. e. no man can 
ever see him). But when we love one another, 
(love the brethren who are visible,) then God re- 
mains in us, he is present to us with his favour, and 
thus the love to God, who is invisible yet spiritually 
present, cfr. ver. 19 — 21, is accomplished in us 
through the love to the brethren. These words in 
ver. 21, xa/ ra'arriv t^v svrokriv sp^o/xev ut* airoD, Iva o 
dyaffftip rhv '^shv ayant^. xa/ rh ai.hiK(ph auroD, — contains 
the key to our passage ; and we have, in the inter- 
pretation of it, followed CEcumenius, Augustin and 
Grotius. It is rather on account of dogmatical timi- 

* Cognoacibilitp. In the absence of any recognized English 
equivalent, the Translator has ventured to use cognosdlnlUy for 
the German erkennbarkeit, 

*** Inasmuch as in the Gospel xiv. 9, God's oognoscibiiity 
through Christ, and here evidently the impossibility of a 
bodily contemplation of God is spoken of, that passage can- 
not, by any means, be compared with the passage before us. 
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dity, than from valid exegetical reasons, that Calo- 
viufi and others suppose that ayd'Sfi auroS means 
God's love to us. But this is at variance with the 
context, (for God's perfect love to us has already ap- 
peared in Christ,) and also with the usus loquendi of 
our epistle, where ayaini rou 3 gov or auroil altcays* 
denotes the love to God, dr. ii. 5 ; iii. 17 ; v. d, and, 
with regard to the sense, dor, also ver. 21. 

In verse 13, the context and the sense is this : 
The love to God is founded on a mutual communion 
with him, but that communion depends on our con- 
sciousness of the Holy Ghost which we have re- 
ceived from God operating within us, cfr. iii. 24, 
through whose power, and in the faith in the Son 

• No, not always,— not, for example, in iv. 9, where Dr. 
Liicke translates ayeiirti rav Btw like everybody else, by God's 
love to man, and where indeed it is evident it cannot be other* 
wise translated.' What here is meant by Calovius's dogmatM 
Hfoidify is this : that Calovius dared not establish man's peffeet 
love to God as a possible case ; but, after all, I see no great 
objection to Calovius's interpretation, nor that it it is irrecon- 
cileable either to the context or to Dr. Lucke's excellent in- 
terpretation of the preceding passage; for making iym 
«vr«v God*s love to man, I would thus explain : No man hath 
ever seen God, (and no man can therefore be said to love God 
directly,) yet if we love one another God abides with us, (is 
present to us with his favour,) or rather God then abides with 
us, because there then prevails amongst us a spirit and 
temper which is pleasing to God ; or, ' more metaphysically 
thus : If we love one another, God abides in us easenHaS^ 
(why ? because God is love, verse 9,) and God's looe is per- 
feeted in us, t. e* there does then appear in our life and con- 
versation a perceptible effect of God's love to us. If we lov^ 
one another it will appear that God hath loved us to some 
purpose. — Trand. 
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of God, as Redeemer of the world, we are God's 
children. The construction is here somewhat dif- 
ferent from iii. 24l There we read iv roor^ yivwcxf^fitv 
— \x rou ^y., here iv royr^ y/v. — ort ix r. wv. auroD 
dsdfiiixEv 4^/v, and accordingly the sense is here some- 
what different : our abiding in God, and his abiding 
in us, we know from this, that he has communicated 
to us, and still does communicate of (sx) his Spirit. 
The diatPiffig ruv yoL^iSfhArdiv, 1 Cor. xii. 4, 11, is 
therefore here more distinctly expressed than in iii, 
24.* 

Inasmuch as, according to St. John, verse 9 — 13, 
the love to God and to the brethren is jfirst lively 
awakened and excited by the ^avi^wtf/^ of God's love 
in the d-jrotfroXjj of his Son, for the redemption of the 
world, it is a matter of the highest importance that 
this a^o^ToKri and ffurriDia, be well ascertained, and 
that it be by Christians rightly recognized, believed, 
and known. Thus ver. 14, 15, and 16, are connected 
with the preceding passage, ver. 7 — 13. 

Verse 14. The apostolical testimony of Christ's 
mission for atarri^ia roil Koa/nou is founded on the 
ocular evidence of the Apostles, (here specially on 
that of St. John,) ri^sdfis^a %at fia^rv^ov/isv, cfr. i. 
1, sqq. 

Verse 15. He then (05 av 6fji,o\oyrj<ffi, ^** Gosp. 

• And even here I should say that the hai^tftt rSv x'^^'ftaTatf, 
i» so indistinctly expressed as to leave room for a doubt whether 
it i« at all alluded to : the preposition U appears to me too 
slight a foundation for such an exegesis— Trawl* 

"« Winer'* Grammar, p. 95. 2. 

R 
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iii. 17,) who, conformably with this testimony in 
faith, confesses, cfr. ii. 22, 23, that Jesus is the Son 
of God : abides in communion with God, is bom of 
God, and, as such, loves the brethren who are God's 
children, v. 1. 

Verse 16. And thus we have (^a^e/*, St. John and 
his readers, cfr. ver. 6,) in the faith and confession 
of Christ, confessed and believed, cfr. Gosp. vi. 69, ^*^ 
God*s love to us, (in the mission of Christ). Tr/v 
d/aTfjy most immediately refers to iyvojxafLsv as the 
principal notion ; 'jrsviffnvxafiiVy seems only to be a 
more precise limitation of syyuutafievy and to be put 
absolutely or neutrally. The conclusion of verse 16 
having a retrospect to verses 7 and 8, contains a con- 
cise result of what is before stated. 

Verse 17. 'AydtTjj fLs^* iifiuv is by some authors 
understood as meaning God's love to us, by others 
in the sense of aydTn ruv aXX^Xwv. The reading 
rou ^ioij after dyacnj is but a frail support to the for- 
mer interpretation, for being found only in a few 
and insignificant authorities, it clearly owes its exist- 
ence to this very inteipretation, which certainly is 
very ancient. This is in its favour, that immediately 
before, verse 16, the Apostle speaks of God's love to 
us, and that the confidence in the day of judgment is 
ultimately founded on God's love to us in Christ. 
But this is all that can be said in its favour. For, not to 
mention that 2 Cor. xiii. 13, on which has been 
founded a justification of taking the disharmonizing 
wordjs /cts^' tifAOfy in the sense of towards us^ (erga 

i^ ifee the Author's Commentary on this pasage. 
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nos) has no probative force, and yet, that neither in 
the Old nor New Testament, any more applicable 
and conclusive passage can be found, — ^how can any 
clear sense suited to the context be gained by this in- 
terpretation ? Grotius referring iv roury to the re- 
moter clr/, and declaring the intermediate ^ords ha 
flra^|ij(r/a»— ^to be a trctjectio anticipata^ gives the 
sense of the passage as follows : hie est summus 
gradus dilecHonis Dei erga nos^ si qualis in hoc muii- 
do Chr. fuit, t. e. mundi odiis et praeterea pluri- 
mis malis expositus, tales et nos simus. — Odia mundi 
et cruciatus subsequentes testimonium sunt summi 
in nos divini amoris, etc. 1 Pet. ii. 19 ; iv. 16. 
Constans perpessio malorum ad exemplum Christi 
efficit, ut a Christo optima exspectemus, quippe ipsi 
similes. But even this explanation of the sense, being 
the ablest that has been given on that side, does 
not remove the difficulty, and almost insurmountable 
obscurity of this interpretation ; it exhibits a senti- 
ment, which indeed is true, but in this context quite 
unhokedfoTy * and which is as far from being inti- 
mated by any previous passage, or alluded to in any 
subsequent one, as it is from being naturally or ob- 
viously contained in the words with which it has been 
arbitrarily connected. 

Without hesitation, therefore, I give the preference 
to the opposite opinion, and explain the passage ac- 
cording to the analogy of iii. 19, cfr. iii. 15, as ex- 
pressive of the power of brotherly-love to give a 

* Quite unhoked for : a free translation of a Greek term 
fi'hich the author has used : his word is air^witifug-ev, — 7Van«/. 
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perfect confidence on the day of the divine judg- 
ment, to those who exercise it according to Christ's 
example. It is evident, that this is a sentiment that 
might be expected from St. John, and also, that it is 
suitable in this place. This interpretation is, in philo- 
logical fespects, thus justified : The sulffect-gemdvef 
which the word dydvri requires, is most naturally 
supplied from the predominating main subject in the 
subseqwent passage — ^from lyjufLiv — tifLtig c0/cuv, and 
accordingly, it is i)(i,w» Now, as fj^hrd with the ge- 
nitive, particularly with verbs which express any 
kind of reciprocity, for examf^ ^'It-sry, to discuss, 
s/^kguf/v, XaXs/if, &C., is not imfrequently used to de- 
note reciprocity or mutual fellowship, for example, 
John vi. 43; xvi. 19. 1 Cor. vi. 7. Luke xii. 13, 
dyd^r^ {nfjAtv) fii^* rj/i,6iv may here, without any con- 
straint, mean our love amongst ourselves, i. e. our 
mutual love, dyd/irr^ ruv dXXfiXoiv, (which is analogous 
to xotmvia ^s^* i}f£U¥9 M*^^* aXX^X^y, i. 3, 7.) It is ob- 
vious that xa^ftif l%ih6g s(frty just as iii. 3, 7, refers to 
Christ, and to his life of love for the brethren, iii. 16. 
But, if we supply g¥ tCj x6<ffL(f) after sari, the present 
tense, instead of ^v, certainly is unlocked fear. It 
would have been less surprizing if St. John had un- 
derstood after ecfn, dywruv roi/g ddsX^ovg (17/ua^) or 
some such word. It is much more difficult to deter- 
mine whether h rol/rtf) rtTiXsiwrat is to be referred to 
the next /va, or to the remoter or/. St. John makes 
quite an ordinary use of h rovrcft'^ori^ in the epistle, 
cfr. ii. 3, 6; iii. 16, 19; iv. 13. If we here too sup- 
pose such a construction, we have the genuine Jo- 
hanneic sentiment, that perfect brotherly-love is that 
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whieh resembles Christ's love, cfr. iii. 16. But how 
can the trajectioD of htt ^ra^^ffiat %yrjufj>iv^ which, in this 
cose, is rendered indispensable, be justified ? In no 
part of St. John's writings is an example of this kind 
to be fbund. And why should St. John have antici- 
patedy thereby oceasioning confusioii both in ^the 
sentimMit and construction?* Was it perhaps for 
the sake of emphasis, because the ooniidence, the 
fearlessness of genmne brotheriy4ovQ is the leading 
idea of ver. 17, whidi is lurth^ displayed in ver. 
18 ? But, even in this case, we would have to con- 
strue differentiy, and join sk ruLrt^ to ivo, which is 
nearest at hand. It is also difficult to determine and 
render plain and perspicuous the trajected sense of 
tke proposition, and ^e relation of &oc to ^/ — ev r^ 
xkfUfi TWTtf), Grotius supplies thus : idio Deus hoc, 
(i. e. ottr suieriag -along with Christ,) sic di^oniiy ut 
But this supplement will please us so mnek the leaa, 
since we take tke words dbyceci; fu^* hfJ^fi^ asd ^rv xa- 
^«ff diflSerently from Grotius. No other resource is 
kf^ tkenefore, than to connect Iva cr«^|. s;^. direedy 
witii h ToliT^ rgnsX. The same oonstructioa occurs 
in John xv. ^z iv r^iny fd^^o^^i} « orori^ fiw^ ha xo^ 
^v ^oXCv (ptoriTs^ cfr. John xvii. £ ; iv. 34. This is 
tibe sense: Therein tibe highest perfection of our 
mutual love shews itself, thai we, (or, tken our love 
is perfect, when we,) on the day of judgmeut, can 
bav« oonfidenoe, because (or/) we, (or, inaamuch as 
we, cfr. iii. 9 ; but more speciaJiy iii. 14, wtiere, in- 

• This'question is, indeed, not fair, when we consider i. 1 — 
S, where t^e oons^HCtioii presents iar gveoter 4ii 
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stead of ha and or/y we find a double Srty) do walk in 
the world as Christ (hath walked, loving the breth- 
pen.) 'On xa^u; — Iv rf/ Kofffiat rovrtf), accordingly is- 
to be considered as an epexegetical corollary to ha 
'^^it' ^X' '^^^ logical connection between ver. 17 
and 18, as well as also the andogy of iii. 19 — 2Zy 
shews that the confidence arising from perfect brother- 
ly-love, is the leading idea of ver. 17, and that, ac- 
cordingly, the proposition must be construed in no 
other way than we have construed it. 

Hammond, Bahrdt, and Lange, suppose, that by 
rtfis^a TYiQ x^hiug are meant the judicial investigations 
and persecutions of heathen magistrates. But the 
context of our passage is adverse to this, as well as 
also the spirit of the whole epistle, cfr. ii. 28 ; iii. 20 
— 22 ; and lastly, the usus loquendi of the New Tes- 
tament, where, by iifis^a x^hicag is always meant the 
day of divine judgment. 

Ver. 18. As Christian brotherly-love, at the same 
time implies a perfect fulfilment of the divine com- 
mandments, ver. 21 ; it is, when like Christ's love, in 
this respect, full of confidence on the day of judg- 
ment, and conscious of its innocence, approaches 
God in judgment without fear, cfr. iii. 19, 20. But, 
in general, St. John continues, ver. 18, terror (of 
God) is incompatible with (true Christian) love. 
True love and terror mutually exclude each other, 
because love and cheerful confidence are inseparable, 
for (or/) the terror (of God in judgment,) is grounded 
on consciousness of merited punishment, but (3g) fear 
of pimishment annihilates the perfect and cheerful love 
which is full of confidence. This proposition is per- 
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fectly understood, when it is recollected, that St. 
John makes Christian fraternal love identical with the 
love to God, and considers the former as a necessary 
manifestation of the latter, so that perfect brotherly- 
love is, at the same time, perfect love to God. *0 
<p6pog x&Xour/v l%s/, means not, as some suppose, fear is 
punished, but, there is a punishment in fear, fear is 
combined with the consciousness of punishment, xo- 
Katf/g,^*^ cfr. Matth. xxvii. 46.* 2 Maccab. iv. 

*Ayav6Jfisv Beza, Calvin, and others, consider as 
an indicative, on account of the preceding Ti/j^iTg, But 
this is no sure criterion, and here so much the less, 
since vfieTg has an emphatic reference to the subse- 
quent auTog. And as no clear sentiment or context 
is thus produced, it appears but reasonable to adhere 
to the interpretation of the Vulgate, where aya^w/xgv 
is taken as a subjunctive. In ver. 18, dyd^ri being 
put antithetically to (p686g (^sovy) means the love of 

^** Grotius's conjecture is : Mkwffn i;^u, (i, e. terror silences 
love,) and o i\ xekovifiuftg ev — a conjecture which is as unneces- 
sary as it is unsuccessful. The same may be said of the conjec- 
ture of Lamb. Bos : xwkvfftv. 

* Matth. xxTii 46, can scarcely be a right quotation. It is 
more probable that the author meant Matth. xxi. 46, for there, 
at all events, is something to shew that (pefiag xiXa^tv i^u, if de- 
monstration were required. 

"5 Also the Classics : Plutarch De Sera Num. Vind. p. 558, 
562. Diod. Sicul. i. 77 ; iv. 44, and other places. As to • 
^efitf xiXairiv it^ti, cfr. Kypke Observationes Sacrae, on this pas- 
sage; and there also are mentioned from Demosthenes and 
Plutarch, similar applications of t^t** with the accusat. in the 
sense of continere, conjuncium ease. 
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God. Andy accordkigly, ^wie read in ver. 1^, in a 
gimilar s^nse: Let «8 love hiniy (viz. Grod, wiiidi 
reading is also found in several copies, for example, 
Syr. ntr. and the Vulgate,) for he has first loved us, 
eh. V. 10. 

Verse 20. The main oliject of St. John's exhortation 
is brotherly-love. Therefore : But when any man says : 
(on), I love God ! and yet hateth his brother, he is a 
liar, — ^love to God is really not in him — ^for when any 
man does'not**^ love his brother, whom he sees, (htapaia 
being taken in both places as a praeter. continu- 
ativum), how can he love God whom he sees not, 
cfr. ver. 12. St. John again, in his popular demon- 
stration, starts from this as a point given, that human 
love requires the visibility and immediate neighbour" 
hood of its object, and that it elevates itself fixHA 
what is visible to what is invifflble. Gregory the 
Gr. says : Oculi sunt in amore duces, ex his, quae 
animus novit, surgit ad incc^ita, ut per hoc, quod 
scit notum diligere, discat et incognita amare. 

But in ver. 21, the Apostle produces the most ir- 
refragable argument : It is Christ's distinct command- 
ment, or rather God's commandment given through 
Christ, cfr> iii. 23^ that whosoever loves God, must 
also love his brother, (i. e. that the true love of God 
must shew itself in brotherly-love), cfr. iii. 11. John 
xiii. 34. Augustin says : Si fratrem non diligis, quo- 
modo Bum diligis, cujus mandatum contemnis ? 

Chap. V. 1, (cfr. iii. 23 ; iv. 15^ 16), the substance 

»<« Respecting the ^^ in this place, see Winer's OfMMU. f. 
128. 
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0f the f¥ro>Jiy iv. 21 (viz. ike indissoluble connection 
between the love of God and fraternal love)9-is to be 
displa3red fiiom anodier point of view, and enforced 
and illnstnted by new motives. Since noae> who is 
not bom of God, can believe that Jesus is the Christ, 
cfr. iv. &y 6. John viii. 43 ; it ft^lows, that whoever 
really has this £aith, is born of God. Now, as in the 
family-Ufe of man, the child naturally loves its father, 
but the love to common parents is the basis of the 
love of brothers and sisters ; even so in the family 
of God's children, love to their common Father in 
heaven, is the common and primary feeling with 
ihem all, from which love to the brethren, as God's 
•children, nmist necessarily spring. 

Genuine love of God and fraternal love, are in- 
vepsrably connected, they serve each other as a mu- 
tual basis and condition. And as brotherly-love b 
the indiq^ensable manifestation of the love to God, 
so the latter is again the basis of the former. The 
'ffennme lave to God's children, accordii^ly, is ground- 
^ on the genuine iove to (irod ; but this latter con- 
aists in a failJiM keeping of the divine command- 
sients. This is St. John's meaning in ver. 2. The 
Apostle does not here speak so much of the outward 
criteria of genuine brotberiy^loye, as of the internal 
consciousness and internal recognition Ukdfimndation 
of the one species of love on the other, and by the 
other. Ver. 2, may, accordingly, be considered as 
an antithetical parallel, as an inversion^^? of ver. 1 
and of iv. 20, and as the colophon of that Johanneic 

"^ Thus tEcumenius. 



250 INTEBPBETATION OF THE FIRST EPISTLE. 

sentiment : that brotherly-love and love to God are 
essentially one. Kthe sense and context of ver. 2 are 
taken in this manner,^^^ it will not be necessary either 
to consider dyairutfiiv in both places as futur. 2d, and 
translate ^rav by quamdiu^ as Carpzov has done ; or, 
as the anonymous author in Bowyer (Mangey), to 
interchange or/ and orav ; or even to transpose the 
propositions thus : Wt aya/ffu)fj.tv tov Ss^y, lay ra rexva 
roD ^soD ayairufLBv, as has been done by Grotius. 
Carpzov's interpretation is not essentially different 
from ours, but it is too constrained, and weakens the 
idea. Mangey's conjecture does not harmonize with 
the simplicity of St. John's style. But both conjec- 
tures unwarrantably charge the Apostle with a tauto- 
logy, which no expression, or even hint, either in the 
preceding or subsequent part of the epistle, gives \a 
the slightest reason to admit. Moreover, if St. John 
had written as Grotius supposes, the conclusion of 
ver. 2: xai rccg hroXdig avrou rvi^StfLiv^*^ would be in 
logical respects incongruous, and the connection be- 
tween ver. 2 and 3 would be extremely constrained. 
Since the reading of the text is supported by all 
authorities without exception, it would be unasssdl- 
able even by conjectures, which, in exegetical re- 
spects, might be much more happy than the two 
afore-mentioned. 

Of ver. 3. Alinj yoc^ — rn^ufis¥ — ^the object is, to 
state more precisely the connection between oTav rov 

"*® Thus Beza, Calvin, Beausobre. 

^*^ Cod. B. and some other authorities read «-«i*/m», bat S . 
John ordinarily writes; rti^up rag hraXut. 
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^thv Ayavajiisif and xai ra^ svroXng avrov rr,^ufi6Vf ver. 
2. Even this is the love of God, that ^ira,^^^ &c. 
By way of encouragement St. John adds : but his 
commandments are not grievous, fia^sTcUf cfr. Matth. 
xi. 30. The whole of the obstacle which prevents us 
from keeping the divine commandments, lies in the 
resistance, in the dominion, in ourselves and others, 
of the world which is estranged from godly life, 
(lin%ifLia Toxj xoc/ioUf or V^^ (fa^xbcj as St. Paul says). 
Accordingly, for him, who is bom of God, (who has 
made predominant in himself the higher vital principle, 
the divine ^veD^a), the commandments of God are not 
grievous. For (ony^^ all (^ay rh ysy, cfr. John vi^ 
39 ; xvii. 2, instead of era; 6 ysy, : the neuter expresses 
the totality more forcibly), that is bom of God (by 
the power of the new, the higher life), overcomes the 
world, t. e. all that contends against the divine will, 
within man or without man, ver. 4. With a limita- 
tion more precise the Apostle adds: The world, 
overcoming victory, or that victory which did over- 
eome^ vixriaaca (cfr. iv. 4; ii. 13, 14, vtvixrixars) the 
world (in us who are bom of God), or, that by which 
we, who are bom of God, have overcome the world, 
is the faith that Jesus is the Christ, cfr. v. 1 ; Hebr. 
xi. 

Instead of further demonstrating this proposition, 
St. John, addressing himself to the conscience and 
experience of his readers, exclaims: (But) who (df 

1^ See Wahl's Clavis, p. 404. S. 

^^* Bentley's conjecture, irtf is not only unnecessary! but eyen 
tontrary to the context of the passage. 
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18 supplied by some authorities, by others ya^) ex- 
cept he who has faith in Christ, is eapable of over* 
coming the world ? And truly, no oth^ pow^ has, 
according to the testimony of history, so Biiicfa orer- 
come the world as die Christiiin faith 1 

But it is stated in John xyi. 11, 3d; xii. 31, 32; 
Hebr. xii. 1, 2, how even the faith in Jesus, the 
Messiah (the vanquisher of the world, of death, and 
the prince of this world), il that principle in the 
Christian which overcomes the world. 



SECTION NINTH. 

CHAPTER V. 6 — 12. 

Transitioi^ and context : Who can doubt that Jesas 
really is the Christ, the Son of God ? For, as he w«s 
to appear in the quality of Messiah, so he has up' 
peared : and what he was to bring as a purifying and 
atoning Saviour to the world, that he has brought ! 
He did conte with the water of baptism, and with 
the blood of atonement. The divine Spirit also^ 
the Spirit of truth, bears testimony in £3tvour of his 
dignity. Now, if human testimony, given by three, 
when unanimous, is considered as valid, how much 
more must God's testimony for the Son, being like- 
wise triple, and, at the same time, unanimous, be re« 
ceived and believed ! Whosoever does not believe 
this testimony of God makes, by his unbelief, God 
a liar, and himself a loser of eternal life, which is the 
portion of the faithful. 
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Vor, 6.^** The first words are to be resolved thus : 
OZrog (6 vihg roD Sfo5 ver. 5), iifrn 'lijtfoD; Xp<(rr6;, • 
faSwv di vdarci kcU alfiar^^^^ such an one, viz. the 
Son of God, is Jesus Christ, He, who (because he) 
is come (iT^^v^ very oiften in the sense of a perfect* 
instead of l^i}XuSft;f, like the Cjiglish catne) with 
water and blood. A/a corresponds ii'ith the subse* 
quent sv both the one and the other is put instead of 
«\f¥y cf^. 1 Cor. xv'u 3. H€b. ix. 1^* where we ind 
thfiT^iv — &a roD ulfMir^ ver. 25, where it is written : 
shs^^srai-^iv af/tuerv, and ver, 7, wha?e ob X'^i*^ aiAW« 
ro^. As in iv. 2, hyrc(^cu ig here used of the acoffiytXri 
of Jesus Christ as Messiah, efr. John iii. 2 ; vii. 2S, 
31, and other places. 

'*^ Cfr. here more particularly, Br. Knappe*s Commentatio 
in locum, 1 Joann. v. 6 — 11, (In the Scriptis Varii argum. p. 
155, sqq.) We 'here have entirely adopted the conclusions of 
thai treatise. 

*^3 The reading wM^jumrtg iulead of MfMrot, or even with 
the omission of v)«r«r--«7iiMv«f m^) wnvfutr^tf which is found in 
some authorities, and even in Cod. A. arose from a misunder- 
ftanding of the passage, and a false analogy with John iii. 5. 

* Without pretending to call in question Dr. Lucke's main 
proposition, that " ^m and U are here put instead cf ^vy,*' 
I do not find that the parallels here given are satisfactory ; for 
in 1 Cor. xvi. 8, we could not with any propriety substitute it 
or r^ for ^4^*.^we could hot say huiftdrtn iv (or rily) Iwi^rakmu 
instead of it* Iwi^nXm. In Heb. ix. 12, there certainly is • 
Hebraism, (here too, perhaps, there is one), but 2i« there surely 
ia not equivalent to Ik or ^w. The phrase : c<V?A.3c rin ry 
iiiy aifutrt would be odd indeed; nay more, much as the 
Apostle's figurative demonstration might require rvf, he seems 
to Imve avoided that Bxpression on account of its impropriety. 
— Trtmal. 
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All agree in this, that the symbolical expressions 
v^sao and aJfi^a are to be explained from the symbolic 
of the Old and New Testament in general, and more 
particularly from the symbolic of St. John. But 
what meaning they convey in this place, is a point 
very much contested, particularly among the modem 
interpreters.*** 

Let us, first of all things, from the total impression 
and the context of the whole, endeavour to gain such 
hermeneutic views as may securely guide our judg- 
ment of the several disagreeing interpretations. 

1. Inasmuch as this passage contains no special 
polemical point, but the entire reasoning, as is quite 
evident from the context with the preceding passage, 
ver. 1 — 5, as well as also with the subsequent ver. 
13, has no other object than to justify the belief of 
Christians in the Son of God, and to confound the 
world's unbelief: it naturally follows that that ex- 
planation of the difficult expressions which are 
founded on any special or direct polemical purport 
of the epistle, must be false. 

2. The context requires that vdu§ and aJfia shall 
be referred, not so much to any thing characteristic 
in the person^ as to some matter of fact in the dxo- 
ffroXri of Jesus Christ. If any thing of the former 
kind had been meant, Cdoj^ and oJ/cta would not have 
been represented as something independently sub- 
sisting, and distinct from Christ, bearing witness in 
favour of his personal dignity. But the facts here 

^^ See Matt Polus, ** Synopsis CriUcor. et Commentator 
rum" on this passage. Calonus and Wolf's Cune on Ihe same. 
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alluded to, must clearly be of such a nature, that, 
in conformity with the prophecies of the Old Tes- 
tament, and with the expectations respecting the 
s§^6/i£vog, entertained at the time of Christ, the prin- 
cipal and most essential credentials for the Messiah- 

4 

ship of Jesus are contained in them, and, indeed, a 
particular reference to Christ's work of atonement, 
or to Christ's purifying warld'overcaming power. 

3. By the emphatic addition : ovx h rijj vdart fiovovy 
tfM Iv Ttfi xidari^xai rip ctifjitaTiy St. John intimated 
that he meant such facts in the life of Jesus as were 
some how distinct, as facts, each of which contained 
a Messiahnic credential, but which, in their import 
being essentially one, and mutually serving each 
other as a complement, only united together and in 
conjunction with the nenvfj^a^ could first afford the 
perfect fLa^v^icc roD SeoD concerning the Messiahnic 
dignity of Jesus Christ. And lastly, 

4. By udo;^ and aT/cta, only such facts can be meant 
as, in the Christian consciousness of the readers were, 
hy their recollection, both of the history of Jesus 
and of the whole tenor of the symbolic of St. John, 
easily recognized. 

If this is right, it follows that the interpretation of 
Clem. Alex., ^*^ who supposes that udw^ means regene- 
ratio etfidesy and a/^a cogniHo, is much too inde- 
finite and arbitrary. Equally erroneous is that in- 
terpretation — it might almost be called chemical or 
pf^ysiological — according to which U3wg xa/ aJjc/ta and 
even cri/gD/jta express the mortal (animal) nativity and 

'^ Adumbrationes, ai locum. 
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nature of Jesus, it being presumed that ui antid^ 
ketic or antignostic aUusion is contained in tliese 
wwds. Thuib Wetstein, for example, supporting Us 
opinion by the authority of the pkysiciaAs of anti* 
quity, maintains, that by uiiu§y a]^a and vnupM hettt^ 
is denoted the triple substsAce of Christ's aniiafll 
life, and that theantidoketic s^se of the passage ui« 
Probavit se non phantaftma, sed verum iMuninem 
esse, qui ex Spiritu, sanguine et aqua sive Iwmore 
constaret, cfr. John xix. 34^ 35. Bat jince ^^/jm can*^ 
not here have any physiologieal import, Sehultess^^ 
admits, indeed, the tiYiS^ as a witness of tho dft- 
vinity of Jesus, but having declared that i>3Mi> dt 
udairoi x«i o^roc is equivalent to the phrase h sio^si 
ikniXiA^iy iv« 1,^^7 and thai c^so^au here means nateh 
he thus propounds ^e anttdoketic meaning of the 
passage: << Water and blood are evidences of ik» 
animal nature, the humanity of Christ, not only in his 
birth bat also at his deaths when water and blood 
issued from his side, from wheaee his having come 
by water and blood might be eondaided^ John xix» 34^ 
and such an evidence establishes in every one a hia* 
torical knowledge derived from sense." But the anti- 
doketic or the antignostic tendency is quite gratui- 
tously ascribed to this passage. St. John is not here 
demonstrating the reality of Christ's humanity, but 
rather that he was the Son of God, and that he had es- 
talilished this by satisfactory credentials, cfr. ver. 5. 9. 

*M Die Biblische Lehre vom Abendmahl. (The Biblical Doo- 
trine of the Lord*8 Su|»per), p. 344^-349. 

1^7 Schultess says : He, who is come in the flesh, is born of 
the flesh; i| tufutrm, h' Siartt Mmi mUfmrti, nrw Xi;^«m». 
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But supposing that St John is here attacking Doke 
tism in the manner stated, why does he not write as 
iy. 1 : h tfa^xi iXigXu^ar;, or as in the Grospel i. 14, 
cd^^ yivofAsvog^ or h 6cto%i xoti alfiart iX^ctfv ? Here is 
a point to be decided by biblical symbolic and 
phraseology, and more particularly by that of St. 
John. But where, in the Old Testament, where in 
the New, where in St. John's writings, does u6u^ de- 
note the vital principle of animal life. And where 
is it put in such a- sense in juxtaposition with o^fiM as 
it were instead of tfdf^ xai aH/uM ? 'E^fj/^in oJ/Cba 
xai udfii^, Gosp. xix. 34, is not so much a sign of 
animal life as of Christ's actual death. Moreover : 
To be bom of^*^Ex. aliquo nasci — St. John ex- 
presses by, ygvwj^^va/ ix — but never by s^^sSai dia 
or ffy. . Further, as according to this physiolpgical ex- 
planation, Ddw^ xai alfiM are connected, the emphatic 
declaration ovx sv r/p udar/— ~-xoe/ r^ aSfAan either 
has no meaning at all, or a very obtruse meaning. 
Schultess indeed is of opinion that this addition was 
directed against Gnostics, who, no doubt, admitted 
a coming of Christ through supernatural* water, 
but by no means recognized his coming by blood, 
because they ascribed the blood to the evil principle. 
But who can prove that St John wrote against such 
Gnostics, and that he wrote against them too in this 
particular manner ? It seems more natural to sup- 
pose that this addition is an interpolation. But the 
most natural and the best course to be adopted is : 
entirely to abandon the physiological explanation. 

* Supernatural : Uebersinnliches is the word ia the origi- 
nal, which means transeendentaL 

S 



\ 



258 I17TEBFBETATION OF THE TIKST EPISTI^E. 

The greatest number of interpreters agree in this : 
that as in tdfLo^ therte must be contained some kind 
of reference to the death of Jesus^ so also itda^ in some 
sense or other should be taken as a symbcd either of 
the purify or of the purification of the Redeemer. 
Grotius supposed that vda^ meant the spotless purity 
of the Saviour's life, vitam purissimam, or rather the 
83rmbolical sign of this purity in John's baptism. 
But nowhere, not even in £zek. xxxvi. 25^ to which 
Grotius particularly appeals, does udwf (c^na) in a 
similar collocation denote purity; but, on the 
contrary, wherever it occurs having such a re> 
ference, in the Old as well as in the New Testament, 
it denotes the element of purijicationy cfr. John iii. 
5.25;xiii. 5, 10; Tit. iii. 5; Hebr. ix. 19; x.22, 
23 ; Genes, xxxv. 2, Lev. xiv. 5, sqq. ; Matth. xxvii. 
24. But even were it reconcileable with the sym- 
bolic of the Bible, it is not reconcileable with the 
context, to suppose that vbu^ here denotes any of 
Christ's personal attributes. 

Even TertuUian ^^^ referred xtbm^ to the baptism 
administered by John the Baptist to Jesus. Some 
Scholia in Matthai^^^ do this too, and in modem. 
times Jac. Cappellus, Heumann, Stroth, ^^^ Lange, 
Ziegler, ^^^ and others. The main argument in sup^ 
port of this interpretation is, that, because God in 



^''S De Baptismo, cap. 16. 

^^'^ See the Scholion of Maximus, p. 138, and the ^''choliou 
in Cod. H. and D., and in the catena inedita, p. 230. 
««> In Eichhoi n's Repertorium, VoL XII. p. 64. 
»6i In Gabler'8 Latest Theol. Journal, VoL III. p. 111. 
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the baptism of Jeeoa testified unto the Baptist : oSrog 
sxfTiv i woe fLou 6 Aya^rh^y h f ebdoxfiffa ! — it is supposed 
that the Evangelist refers to the water of baptism 
as a fjM^rv^/a rou ^fou. But Knapp makes the well- 
founded ol]jection that i>^itv ht ubaroi and Iv uhart 
would in this sense apply with more propriety to 
John the Baptist than to Christ, who came for the 
purpose of being baptized by John. Moreover, 
Christ's baptism in Jordan (the water itself) was not 
God's tertimony in favour of his Son, but rather 
God's voice, which was heard on that occasion, was 
the testimony. St. John should accordingly have 
said in this case, not Z^y but ^oni^ roD ^£oD h rf Zbaru 
But, at all events, it is clear, that by this interpreta* 
tion the peculiar symbolical meaning of udo;^, (viz. 
that of purification), would entirely disappear, since 
Jesus did not receive baptism for the purpose of 
purifying himself, but, as he said himself, in order to 
iidfil all righteousness. 

The only right interpretation is, to take udu^ for 
the baptism ordained by Christ as a symbol of 
furwfoiOy of 'jrakiyyiuiCiOy or of the moral purification 
required for entering into the ^afftXeia rov ^sov, ^^' 
For since oJ/e6a is the blood of Christ, and denotes 
one of the Redeemer's symbolical actions, vduo too 
nuist be the type of a symbolical action, or of an or- 
dinance of Christ having reference to water. This 
interpretation is also supported by the usus loquendi, 
and by the symbolic of the New Testament, and 

^6' This interpretation has been adopted by Beza, Calvin* 
Piscator, Calovius, Wolf, CsLfpzov, Beausobre, and Knapp. 
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more specially by the symbolic of St. Jokn, efir. 
Acts X. 47 ; Ephes. v. 26; Hebr. x. 23; Tit. iii. 5; 
1 Peter iii. 21 ; and John iii. 5. Inasmudi as a 
ttniversal purification and an initiation in the new 
kingdom, through the symbol of baptism by water, 
was expected of the Messiah and of his forermmen, 
efr. John i. 25 ; ^^ Mafcth. iii. 7 ;M« Luke in. 7. Zedm. 
jriah xiiL 1 — inasmuch as Jesvs also^ &om tiie time he 
commenced to preach, did both himself baptize and 
cause his disciples to administer baptism, Luke ui. 
^3.; iv. 1 ; John iii. 22 — 26 ; iv. 1, and ordained 
bafytism as a permanent ceremony of iaitiaetioii into 
Jhis kingdom : St. John considers the udu§ as a spe* 
cial witness of the Messiah-dignity of Jesus, for lieis 
the expectations entertained rejecting the Mesiiali 
were aetually entertained. 

Many who suppose that the udia^ denotes Christ's 
baptism, are of opinion that, in a like manner, 1^ 
aJju^a must signify the second sacrament of the diurdv 
the Lord's Supper, as a symbol of Christ's deatL^^* 
But this sacramental interpretation is not supported 
by the usus loquendi, either of the New Testament 
or of the Fathers, and least of all by the context 
A?^a, without any addition, nowhere oocurs, eitha 
in the New Testament or in the writings ui 
the Fatiiers, as a symbolical type of the Lord's 
Supper. And, as to the context, it is plain th^ on- 
ly such sfya of the Messiah can be meant, as, wiA 

163 Qqq Lightfoot, Hor. Hebr. and Tahn. on this passage* 
^^ See Wetstein on this passage, and Schoettgen Hur. 
Hebr. 
»«5 Wolf and Carpzov, and others. 
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immediate reference to> the {Nrefigurations and pro- 
pheeies of the Old Testaiaeat, as also to the Mes- 
8iah-the<4cfgy of the Jews of that age, can be consi- 
deired as essential parts of the Messiahnic work and 
offiee ; and of this class no man will consider the 
Lord'>s Supper to be, its signification being only de- 
fived^ and its relation indirect.* It is plain, that by 
aJ/Ma is to be ^inderstood, the death of Christ only 
and directly* But, when we have to determine nwre 
precisely the testif3ring point in Christ's death, we 
find the opinions on that subject greatly disagreeing. 
Stroth conceives the fAa^rv^ict to be contained in the 
confession of the heathen captain, Matth. xxvii. 54. 
Mack ZY. 39. But this was no /ui^Mgia roD ^£oD : it 
was, with regard to Christ's death, merely an accom- 
panying circumstance; and surely St. John would 
not have called this simply oJ/b&a, without any thing 
fmrther. Ziegler and Lange are of opinion, that St. 
John here alludes to the miraculous events and con- 
sequences which accompanied the death of Jesus, 
and more specially to his resurrection and ascension. 
But, not to mention that St. John has nowhere al- 
luded to the ascension, would he, if really thinking 
of the resurrection and the Events accompanying it, 
thus obscurely have mentioned only the oJ^bo, of 
which, however, he did not properly mean to speak, 

* The Translator remarks with regret, that, although Dr. 
Liicke undoubtedly is a strictly orthodox Lutheran, he seemt 
in this one [perhaps only] instance, to have sonrewhat depart- 
ed from the Confession of Augsburg, and to have shewn too 
great a leaning to the tenets of a different reformed com- 
munity. 
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but left unnoticed the &vd(fra(fig and the doga of the 
Lord, which he really meant? Storr thinks that 
God's fia§ru§ta in the al/jM is observable in this, that 
he suffered death for his judicial confession of being 
the Son of God ; but this is as repugnant to the con- 
text, as to the usus loquendi of the New Testament, 
where, in the alfia of Christ, such a sense is never 
implied. 

The juxtaposition of cJ/jm with the purifying vdoif, 
as well as also the analogy of our passage with i. 7, 
where we read : rh aJfia 'Iriifov X|/(rroD, rou vhu aurov 
x.a^a^i?ii r}fiag d'/rh m(fi>ig afjM^iag, cfr. Revel, i. 5 ; 
V. 9 ; vii. 14, makes it plain that St. John xrnder- 
stood by oiSfiMy nothing but Christ^s pnrifying and 
redeeming death, the ctifMi ^avri<ffji^v, Hebr. xii. 24. 1 
Pet. i. 2. A Scholion in Matthai,^® says very cor- 
rectly : rh /ih (3/* uiarogy I v rp ^avriefiarty rh Sk (&* 
6ufJMrog) sv rfi (frav^fiy dfiforsgoig fifiag xa^atguv}^'^ 
Our passage, however, is first fully understood, by 
comparing it with Hebr. ix. 19, 22, sqq., x. 22, cfr. 
Levit. xiv. 5, sqq. Even in the Mosaic law, there 
were two species of purification, the one by tcoler, 
the other by blood: jmI (rp^sdoir-lv oifiaTt vAfra na^a^ 
^srat xara rhv vo^ov, xai yjaih aifictrsx^vfftag ov yinrai 
&f6(ftg, Hebr. ix. 22. Now, as die most perfect pu- 
rification and redemption was expected of the Mes- 
siah, and Christ actually has accomplished it by his 
death, (the centre and the starting point of the xcuvn 
6ta^rim cfr. Col. i. 21, 22. 1 Pet. i. 2, 18.; ii. 24, 

»66 Page 137. 

167 Thus also Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Beausobre^ Heumann, 
and E^napp. 
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&c^) it is plain, that St. John, only in reference to 
this, could $ay : 6 eXScvv dt* vdaroi xai atfiMro^}^^ And 
even on this account, that udu§ denotes, as it were, 
the conunencement of the purification, but the per- 
fect purification, (a^Xur^MO^/^, gavr/d/i^o;,) is contained 
in the a7/c&a, St. John adds emphatically : oux Iv r& 
udan /60V0V. (St. John the Baptist had appeared 
with the water only, and he, accordingly, was not 
the Messiah, Matth. iiL 11,) dXX* iv rft udar/, zai t& 

The subsequent words : tlclI rh irvsv/id sort rh fia^" 
Tv^ovv are usually taken thus : <^ And the Spirit also 
bears witness that Jesus is the Son of God." More 
correctly, specially on account of the rh (^fiagrv^ovvy) 
and. because it had not, as yet, been stated of the 
blood and water, that they bore witness, it appears 
to me that the proposition should be thus explained. 
And to this Jesus Christ, — ^to him who is come with 
the water of baptism and the blood of atonement ; 

'^ It is quite in the spirit of this symbolic, what we find in 
the Amphiloch. of Photius, (Wolfii Curae, Tom V. p. 704,) on 
John xix. 34 : rwrofih rifiuf iva (ix^rifffiara »eitfov^'yovfMfis n zai 
9'^«rtMr£ift 8y ^cy ro V viaTas, trt^av II h* alfutrtf. Cfr. with this 
ApolUnarius in the Catena on John xix. p. 444. 

169 Thus also, Barnabas in his Epistle, chap. xi. sqq., con- 
joins the uim^ and tf-Tav^o;, as the principal points prefigura- 
tively indicated in the Old Testament, in the Messiahship of 
Jesus : inrn^titiMf — i/ «^ix»»« ry xv^iv 9^^o<pan^Satu vrt^l rw 
Sletras, (i. e, the purifying baptism by water,) xeti rw vtom^w 
(i. e. the death of Jesus for the remission of sins,) as it is ex- 
pressed, chap. ▼. in the old Latin version, — propter hoc Domi- 
nus sustinuit tradere corpus suum in exterminum, ut remissione 
peccatorom sanctificemur, quod est sparsione sanguinis illiue. 
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the Spirit gives ihe vaJtif^ng testimony ^ (rbfia^rv^iA) 
that he is the Son of God. It is not repBgonat to 
this interpretation, that in ver. 8, both (water and 
blood) are expressly numbered among the witnesses, 
for through the innufjMy and in conjunction with it, both 
are also rendered witnesses. It is quite plain, both:&om 
the context and the tuus loquendiy that cn^/A« means 
the Spirit of God, the Holy Spirit. In this ahnost 
all inteq)reters agree, but in determining more pre- 
cisely the testifying point in ^eD/^o, they again are 
greatly at variance. Stroth and Ziegler agree in 
this, that ro qtvsD/lux, at least in the former place, re- 
solves itself into 'XveufjMnxbg, and is to be referred to 
St. John the Evangelist, as a teacher and apostle in- 
spired by God. And, it is maintained by Strotb, 
that he attests the Messiahship of Jesus, (as in John 
xix. 35; xxi. 24,) because he was present on the 
mountain of transfiguration, (Matth. xvii. 1, sqq.) 
and had heard God's testifying voice ; but, Ziegler 
says : because he was conscious of the divine Spirit 
within himself, and at the same time convinced that 
Jesus was the Christ. But, this is rendering inex- 
plicable what only is difficult to explain ! Not to 
mention that rh trvED/Ao, toukovjt anything further^ and 
directly^ is never, in the New Testament, put for 
wwfkarijt^y (iv. i, ii. 3, and even 1 Tim. iv. 1, proves 
nothing, because vv^/oMy in such a sense, is, in the 
former two places, partly put without the article, 
partly in the plural number ; but, in the last, there 
is really meant the ^vtufid rou ^soD, in the prophets :) 
where is it, even remotely, indicated, that ^rviD^ba here 
refers to the personal testimony of St. John ? And, 
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how cduld 8t. John, m a matter of covne, call his 
peraonal testimony^ which does not even mention ri 

9mf/ua and fi flba^rv^Ia rov SeotA-^how coidd he enjoin 
it -with the uda^ and a!fAa of Christ in one identical 
testimoAy? 

The Moscow Catena in Matthai, declares^ that l^ 
m^iflta is to be understood ri pami noD ismrp^^, ij IX^oDtftt 
kr altr^Vy (Matth. ill. 17 ; xvii. 5. 2 Pet. i. 17,) 
9^ufiayA^ pfl9h 6 ^s^;. But, such meaning of the 
absolute eipression, rh miuftMj is partly in historical 
respect too limited, partly too far-fetched and ob- 
scure. Nor is it likely that St. John, by wiZfMt^ 
meairt Chd himself.* Ver. 9 proves nothing, be- 
cause fiMfT\}^ta rou ^fioD is not the tntufia exclusively, 
but aft the three witnesses collectively, ver. 6. Carp- 
zov believed that wn\J,uM denoted, in both places, 
Christ's spiritual doctrine, 2 Cor. iii. 6. John vi. 
6db But 'oyiufi^oi alone, never signifies the doctrine of 
Jesus. 2 Cor. iii. 6, and John vi. 63, only its es- 
sence or character, as contrasted with y^dfifj!,cc, and 
with if^^9 is denoted by crygEf^ua. The context of 
our passage too, is repugnant to this interpretation. 
The ^ivfia, even in conjunction with the water and 
the blood, is to establish the divinity of the person^ 
and consequently also, of the doctrine of Jesus. 

As uiu§ and alfia have reference to Christ's person, 
«vs£7/cta too, must directly refer to it. Acc(»rdingly, 



* The Translator is perfectly convinoed, that no heterodox 
opinion is here insinuated or implied ; but, by a mere slip, Ood, 
himself (Gott selbst) has been put here instead of God the 
Father. 
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by TnZfuoL here, must be understood the Spirit of God, 
in as far as it is the Spirit of Christ, the Spirit of truth 
and of power, by which Jesus was powerfully de- 
clared* to be the Son of God, Rom. i. 4, justified as 
such, 1 Tim. iii. 16, and testified of, and glorified, 
John XV. 26; John vi. 7 — 11, 13, 14, 15. More 
especially in John xvi. 13, 14, 15, the real key to 
our passage is to be found. The Spirit of God, as 
operating in Christ wonders and miracles, is not so 
much meant here, as in a genuine Johanneic sense, 
that same Spirit, in as far as it proceeded from Christ, 
and was poured out upon all that was bom of God — 
in as far as it attests and glorifies the history of Jesus 
here on earth, his ud«^ and a^fm (cxeTi^og — rh ^rvsD/ia 
rni aX^Ss/ac — iML^Ti^^dit ^i^l ifiov, John xv. 26), — and 
in as far as it is truth itself, and Christians being 
anointed with it know all things, and through it are 
sealed in the faith in the Son of God, cfr. ii. 20, 27 ; 
iii. 24 ; iv. 13. Thus is most easily explained, that 
St. John calls the crveD/Cba, in an eminent sense ro 
pui^^ovVf and inmiediately adds : Because (on) the 
Spirit is truth (itself), as im, rni akr^uagy it can give 

* The Translator begs leave to dissent from this inddental in- 
terpretation of St. PauPs text. St. Paul has certainly not said 
powerfvUy declared^ or pcwerfuUly demonstrated, but the pre- 
positions iy, Mark and S| are synonymous in the verse quoted, 
ftnd the variation is only rhetorical. This is what St. Paul 
has written : *' Who, in respect of his power, (miracles) by 
the Spirit of holiness (in his life and conversation), and by the 
resurrection from the dead, was detinitely shewn to be the Son 
of God." Thus, it is obWoua, that St. Paul too, like St. John, 
appeals to three evidences, although not in more than one 
instance identical with the witness of St. John.— TVaiw/. 
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no testimony different from trath. If or/ here is 
translated, that, either a very confused half-tanto- 
logical idea is produced, or when, in order to avoid 
this, 'rrvsv/xa in the latter place is supposed to mean 
the doctrine of Jesus^ there is by that — ^not to men- 
tion that ^jrviZfia in so close succession cannot mean 
two different things — a sense obtained which is quite 
foreign to the context. 

' Ver. 7. As to the words of the common reading, 
h Tip ou^avp, *jeaT^^y 6 "Koyag, xai rh dytov 'rviUfia xui 
oZrot 0/ r^sTg ^v f/V/. Ka) r^sTg iitftv o/ fia^v^ovvng h rfi 
yfiy which ever have been doubted since the time of 
Erasmus and Luther, it is to be observed that they 
are demonstrably spurious. No result of modem 
criticism ^70 ig more certain, than that this passage is 
spurious. Inasmuch as these words are to be found 
only in two quite insignificant Greek MSS, (the Cod. 
MoDtfortianus or Britannicus, which demonstrably 
only dates from the beginning of the 16th century ; 
and in the Cod. Ravianus, a mere copy of the un- 
critical text, partly of the Edit. Complut., partly of 
the Steph. dft'a), but do not occur anywhere else, 

170 r£Y^Q most important treatises on this subject are : Rich. 
Simons' Critical History of the Text of the N. T., Vol. 1 1. 
Wetsteiu*s N. T. on this passage. J. D. IVIichaelis' Introduc- 
tion to the N. T., Vol. II. p. 1531, sqq. Semler's Historical 
and Critical Collections relative to the probative places, as they 
are called, of Dogmatics. First Part on 1 John v. 7* But 
above all others, Griesbach's Diatribe in locum, 1 John v. 7, 8. 
£d. 2d. Vol. II. Append, p. 1, sqq. And MatthSi, (who 
commonly is inclined to defend all orthodox readings), Kpp. 
Cathoi. p. 138 — 143, cfr. Prefat. p. LV. sqq., and N. T. Graec. 
Tom. II. 297— 29y. 



1 
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neither in any Greek MS^ nor in any of the ancieiit 
yersions, nor even in M SS. of the Vulgate, which are 
of an earlier date than the 10th century — further^ 
inasmuch as these words are never noticed by any 
of the Greek fathers, not even the most modem, 
nay, not even by those who never overlooked even 
the most constrained and far-fetched probative places 
for the doctrine of the Trinity, and who were satis* 
fied with places that had no probative force what- 
ever — inasmuch as it is demonstrable, that they have 
been mentioned by the Latin fathers only since the 
time of Vigilius of Thapsus, in the conclusion of the 
fifth century; — and, finally, inasmuch as the origin of 
this interpolation can be satisfactorily explained firom 
a dogmatic allegorical interpretation of the genuine 
words : either all criteria of truth and falsehood in 
the critique of tiie New Testament are deceptive, or 
these words are spubious ; — ^unless, indeed, we aM 
to believe in critical miracles, and conscde ourselves 
after the same manner as J. A. Bengel, who wrote :^'^ 
£t tamen etiam atque etiam sperare licet, si non 
autographum loanneum, at alios vetustissimos codices 
Graecos, qui banc periocham habeant, in occultis pro- 
videntiae divinae forulis adhuc lateptes suo tempore 
productum iri. But that which was a consolation, 
and that which was allowable to this pious and con- 
scientious critic in his age, is in our times forbidden, 
even to the most pious and conscientious, and would 
only be an opposition to truth ^^^ unbeconodng a 
Christian. 

"> Appar. Critic p. 770. 

>7* Bengel has reproved such stubbornness in the above men- 
tioned work, p. 745, § 2 : Male strenous ii sepraebent in beUia 
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Intenial exegetical criticiBm completely agrees 
with the results of the external and historicsal. Nay, 
even if the latter were douhtfu], or even if its decision 
were favourable, the former would either hare to in- 
sist upon the spuriousness of the words in question, 
or to abandon all daims of determining what them 
was apostolical and Johanneic, and what not.* If 
the words are gamine, every thing is in the highest 
degree obscwe and confused ; if furious, the con- 
test, the meaning, and the phraseology of St John 
are clear, easy, and unimpaired. As to the phraseo- 
logy,' it is to be remarked, that St John never uses 
6 'jrarn^ and o Xo/o; as correlates, but ordinarily, like 
St. Paul, and every other writer of the New Testa* 
ment, he assocaties 6 vthg with o irot^ri^y cfr. ii. 22, 23 ; 
iv. 14 ; V. 9, 11, 20, and other places ; but when he 
speaks of the Kiyog in Christ, he always refers the 

domini, qui ita animum inducunt : " dogmati elenchoque meo 
opportunus est hie textus : ergo me ipse cogam ad eum protinut 
pro vero habendaxn, eumque ipsum et omnia, quae pro eo oorradi 
possunt, obxuze defendam." Atqui Veritas non eget fukrit fal- 
m, §ed 90 8ola wuUo meUut nitUur ! 

* The Translator certainly thinks the latter alternative pi«- 
ferable. The internal critidsm is, in fact, never to be trusted, 
except in cases where the interpolated text makes a prudent, 
consistent, and conscientious author contradict himself; and yet, 
even Cicero says somewhere : difficile esse in longo sermone ita 
disserere ut nihil sibi repugnet. In all other cases than that of 
downright oontradiction, or, indeed, of manifestly diverse idiom, 
internal criticism is of small value to determine what an author 
might have or might not have said. In this passage of St. 
John, however, the external or historical criticism is so satis- 
factory as to leave no room for a doubt as to the spuriousness of 
the words in question.— TraTu/. 
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same to o ^shg not to p ^ari)^, John i. 1, (Rev. xix. 
13). Only, in later ages, the Fathers use Xoyog and 
whs roD SfoD as 83aionyme8, and join 6 ^076^ and ^a- 
rig^ as correlates. T^ dytcv TvtufjMy too, appears to me 
not to harmonize with the phraseology of our epistle, 
as in iii. 24 ; iv. 13, and even here, ver. 6 and 8, we 
everywhere find only rh vnZtui* If we look to the 
meaning and context of the interpolated words, we 
shall find, that when omitted> they are missed by no- 
body ; but every one, even he who is most favour- 
able to them, feels himself embarrassed when they 
are retained and have to be interpreted. No point 
can be discovered in the context, either before or 
after, by which the allusion to the heavenly witnesses 
could have been occasioned, or in any way condi- 
tioned. Quite'unexpected and without motive, in the 
argumentation of the passage as those words are, 
they, moreover, betray their incongruity by this : 
that, although immediately before the water, the 
blood and the testifying Spirit on earth were spoken 
of, still the heavenly witnesses precede, and the 
earthly witnesses follow. Some patrons of these 
words have devised the remedy of transposition, imi- 
tating the example of some Latin MSS. which, from 
perceiving the bad condition of the text, have put 
ver. 8 before ver. 7. But, even by that, the context 
is not improved, and the design and meaning are not 
rendered more clear. How can the three persons of 
the- Godhead (for that is the sense of the words), in 
heaven, give testimony unto man concerning the 
Messiahship of Jesus ? Who can imagine any Intel- 
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ligible parallel betwixt the Trinity of the heavenly 
witnesses, and the triplicity and concordance of the 
witnesses on earth, the water, the blood, and the 
Spirit ? And yet it is plain that it is intended to 
establish some sort of antithesis and relation between 
the heavenly and earthly witnesses. Well, and what 
has the Father to do with the water ? and what the 
Logos, Bs such, with the blood ? And how is the 
ayto¥ ^ysofia in heaven put in an opposite parallel to the 
weo/jM on earth, and is there one in heaven and 
another on earth ? It is impossible not to recognize, in 
these words, the playful allegory, and the dogmatizing 
character of later ecclesiastical teachers. No Apostle 
of the Lord has ever thus allegorized, or ever thus 
dogmatized on the subject of the Trinity. In short, 
eith^ these words are genuine, and the epistle, in 
that case, a production of the third or fourth century ; 
or the epistle is a genuine work of St. John's, and 
then these words spurious. Tertium non datur.* 

Their origin is manifest, it being the allegorical 
dogmatizing interpretation of the genuine words of 
St. John, which kind of interpretation, ever since the 
time of Tertullian and Clemens of Alexandria, was 
in general use,^^^ in the Geeek as well as in the 

* This conclusion the Translator'thinks too strong, in as far 
as it is founded on mere internal evidence, and here it is found- 
ed on nothing else. But why should criticism here have re- 
course to internal evidence at all, where it is altogether inde- 
pendent of such a support, the historical evidence being abun- 
dantly strong to shew that the words are spurious.-^T'ntntf/. 

173 Xertuil. c. Prax. cap» 25, Clem. Alexandr. Adumbrat. 
on this passage. Cfr. Wetstein on this passage. 



272 INTESFKETATION OF THE FIRST EPISTlf. 

Occidental church. The r^g — fia^^Zwt^ — ug rh fV 
were considered as sLfj^oKa r^g r^tddogy more partica- 
larly, because St. John, speaking of vdta^ oSfiOj and 
cvfiD/to, makes use, not of the neuter numeral r^/oe, but 
expresses himself in the masculine gender, (a^ismxStg) 
by T^iiQj — and calls their testimony /ua^rup/a roif 
^soD.^74 Xhis allegorical inter]««tation,' having ori- 
ginally entered as a marginal gloss into tiie Latin 
version, was subsequently received into the text as 
its integrant part, and has ever since the 4di century 
there firmly maintained its place,, as a ^welcome and 
irrefragable probative passage, supporting the eccle- 
siastical doctrine of the Trinity. But exegetical 
conscience will, in our age, forbid even the most ortho- 
dox to apply this passage, although it were genuine, 
for such a purpose ; because Iv that here has quite a 
different sense from that which is required by the 
doctrine of the Trinity. 

'On, in the beginning of ver. 7, is to be taken 
rather in an explicative than in a causal sense ; its 
meaning here is ergo scilicet It is specially by the 
^iVfjM that the witnesses obtain vitality, acc^fding 
to St. John. Thus we have r^sTg instead of r^/a. In 
ver. 8, St. John places the irvsv/Jka first, as endowing 
the two others with a testifying power". He lays a 
stress on the witnesses being three, according to the 
ancient rule, Deut. xvii. 6 ; xix. 15, cfr. Matt, xviii. 
16. John viii. 17, 18. This is a popular mode of 
demonstration, an argumentum ad hominem. But 

!'<> Schol. Matth. page 138, 139: Epistola Eugenii Cher- 
sonis and Slabinii Archiepiscopi in Matth. Praefat. ;p. LX— 
LXII. 
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that which first gives to the triple testimony its fuH 
validity f is the w; rh h iJffx,*, the concardtfHee of the 
declarations* In John xvii. 21, 22, St. John ha^ h 
ihett instead of tl^ rh h sJvatf but here the 'iv being 
definite and already expressed, and a point being 
supposed to which the declaration of all the witnesses 
tend, he puts dg rh h thai^ cfr. John xi. 52, tfu^ay. ui 
*ivy xviL 23, rtTiXfiQi}*i,mt 8/; h,^^^ 

Verse 9, is an elliptical syllogism, a minori ad 
meyus, to be thus resolved : If we receive (ka/n^dvirjy 
to consider as valid, cfr. John iii. 11, 32, 33), the 
testimony of men (being the declaration of two or 
three witnesses), how much more must we then re- 
ceive the (triple andlconcordant) testimony of God, 
it being greater fiai'Qmy i, e. more probative (because 
rh 'irvtv/j^d sffriv i) ctAjj^g/a, ver. 6), than every testimony 
of man ? But if we receive God's testimony, we 
must believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. 
For this the testimony of God avers. To this refers 

the (elliptical) on axtvn (jam vero) Instead of jjv 

the best authorities (A. B. and others), read m, which 
reading is more correct and more in conformity with 
St. John's mode of expression. 

Ver. 10. (Accordingly) he who believes in the 
Son of God, has in himself the testimony (viz. the 
testimony of God : — Cod. A^and other MSS. also read 
Tov SseO), t. <?. he not only receives it, but also firmly 
retains it, cfr. John v. 38. Heb. x. 34w This is 
first rendered perfectly pkin by the antithesis : But 

^^^ Demosth^ Adv. Lept. § 10. uV h ;^i iid. Fr. A. 

M'olf, Comment, p. 22P. 

T 
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whosoever does not (a^j?)^'® believe God (in that 
which concerns his Son ; Cod* A. and other MSS. 
read rfi vtO), instead of rfi ^slp, which only seems to 
be a simplifying gloss), he haS even by that, by not 
(oil) believing the testimony of God in favour of his 
Son, made him a liar, as if it were possible that God 
could attest what was false. The perfect tenses 
^iroi7}x,ey — ffET/Vrgyxgy are here to be taken not en- 
tirely in a present sense, but ^s^o/tjxsv is dependent on 
'jrgwiffnuKiVy and the latter denotes the isolated act of 
not believing, or of not having believed in times past, 
whereby a person has been rendered an unbeliever. 
According to St John, 6 firi 'TKfrevm is one who has 
rejected God's testimony when^t came to him — has 
not believed it — and even thereby has become an un- 
believer. 

Ver. 11. The essential practical substance, (xai 
aurti Icrh ^ fia^rv^ia) of this /jM^ro^a rou ^soD may be 
divided in two parts : declaring, in the first place : 
that God really has given to us eternal life ; and 
secondly : that this eternal life is granted to us in 
his Son, t. e, through belief in him, as the oLP^fiy^ r?j 
^(w^S> Acts iii. 15, cfr. John i. 4 ; vi. 33; x. 11, 28; 
xvii. 2. 

Ver. 12. is again connected with ver. 5, and is a. 
colophon to all that precedes. The paraenetic point 
in this verse is this : Is it now possible that there 
is any man who will not believe in Jesus Christ, and 
firmly adhere to his faith in him, since he is by God 

^76 Winer's Gramm. p. 128. The difference betwixt fMi and 
»u is here manifest. 
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* 

himself so satisfactorily accredited as his Son, and 
since only in the faith in him there is eternal life, 
and without this £suth eternal life cannot be obtain- 
ed ? .efr. Acts iv. 11. 



SECTION TENTH. 

CHAFTEB V. 13— .21. 

This section, from ver. 14 to the end of the epistle, 
is by some modern authors ^^^ considered as a post- 
script, or appendix, having little or no connection with 
the preceding section and with ver. 13, which in reality 
is considered as the conclusion of the epistle. Nay, 
it has even been maintained, that here was observable 
a style and manner different from St. John's, par-^ 
ticularly in the har£^ sentence, ver. 19, in the divi^ 
sion of sifis, ver. 16, and in the admonition, ver. 
21. Some authors say, perhaps here is the same 
writer as the one who added the spurious 21st chap- 
ter to the gospel. 

But against this the following objections may be 
made : Ver. 13 is not a complete conclusion of the 
epistle, but, like ii. 26, it more particularly refers to 
the immecUoAel^precedmg passu ffCf ver. 6 — 12, and 
also forms the transition to the subsequent section. 
But the connection with the subsequent ver. 14, sqq., 

"' Fritzsche in Henkes* Museum, Vol. III. part I. p. 110, 
dnd Dr. Augusti's Cathol. Epistles, VoL II. p. 201. 
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which, even externally, » in<ficated by the conjimc- 
tion xaiy is latent in the internal affinity between 
^kt^f amuojt <;^•'^ &c. ver. 13^ and 'xot^lviisiav ^yrnv 
vohg aurhvy ver. 14. After ver. 14, the whole is well 
and closely connected. The ^ag^fsia^ specially shew- 
ing itself in prayer, leads to the prayer for others, 
ver. 16. . From the distindkni between a/jMorla ^^oq 
davarov and oh v^hg ^avarov (in which there is a re- 
ference to the inteitsessh^e prayer, and which has its 
good ground and reason in the ethical xf/tf/;) the 
transition is natural to the cognate contrast betwixt 
the children of God who do not sin, and beware of 
the evil one^ and the sinful world which is under the 
devil's dominion, ver. 18, 19. Now St. John, with 
reference to this very contrast, and also with refe- 
rence to ver. 5, sqq., having again awakened in his 
readers theh* consciousness of their vital conmnmion 
with the only true God and with Christ, ver. 20, 
cfr. i. 3, h^ concludes, ver. 21, with a warning against 

idols. 

This section then, when we consider it more at- 
tentively, is neither incoherent in itself nor uncon- 
nected with the preceding passage, verse 5, sqq. 
And as neither verse 19, nor verse 16, nor verse 21, 
(for this will be more plainly shewn hereafter,) con- 
tain anything foreign to St. John's spirit and man- 
ner ; but as they are, on the contrary, most intimately 
connected with the fundamental ideas of the epistie 
— as neither language nor diction do in the least 
vary from St. John's : there is indeed no satisfactory 
reason for considering this section either as an addi- 
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tional postscript by St. John hin»»elf, or even as a 
i^urious addition by a diffierent hand : the true and 
genuine conclusion of the episde is ver. 21. 

In verse 13, the more concise reading, which is 
sufiiciently supported by important authorities (such 
as Cod. A. and both the Syr. versions,) is preferable 
to the common, which puts rcT; mar. lii rh h^fia rxSj 
\Ao\i r. ^. before ha i/^ifra and ^a^ 7va vi^A^n. The 
common reading has clearly adsen from an endea^ 
vour to make the .proposition, more clear and regular. 
The read^« were believing Christians, St John ac- 
cordingly could not wish to ijMrtruct.ihem concerning 
the ground of their faith. Yet, m it might seem 
that he does so, v. 6, sqq., laying particular stress on 
this observation ; that the Christiao fiiith is so well 
grounded. and so distiactly attested by God hiiqaelf, 
that whpsover rejects it makes God himself, as it 
were, a liar, and sul^ects himself to the loss of eter- 
nal life : he does not so mudi intend to teach his 
readers, as to rouse and revive in them the feeling 
of the high worth and-chacaoter of their faith. Tins 
is his meaning when he wjites : roewra gy^. v/(aiv, ha 
sldrirBy (that you may thoroughly . comprehend, ofr. 
ver. 15; ii. 29,) 5n ^wijv aiuivtov «%«« o/ mtfuuovrss 
(only on the condition ithat->* or when — ye believe) 
i/g TO OMfJM rov uiou rov diou. 

Verse 14. Christian joy (i. 4,) and cheerfulness, 
and confidence in God ra^f q^r/o, is grounded on faith 
and on consciousness of the possession of eternal life, 
which is inseparably connected with faith. This 
confidence and cheerfulness specially manifests it- 
self in prayer. Perhaps too, the Christianity of St. 
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John's readers was in this respect defective — per* 
haps, because they were borne down by the oppres- 
sion of the times, and the persecution of the world, 
their prayer lacked partly the full confidence, cfr. 
James i. 6, 7, and partly the genuine Christian spirit 
and substance. With reference to both, St. John 
says : xai aurri iarh ij va^^dct, rjv s%o^£v cr^d; avrivy 
(t. e. to God as the chief grammatical subject after 
ver. 9,) on idv rty &c. But this proposition is not to 
be resolved as Zeigler proposes : From this also arises 
the cheerful disposition ; nor as Stroth : This is the 
consequence and the effect of the received testimony 
— which in philological respect is untenable — ^bnt 
rather thus: In this consists the eonfidence (cfr. 
ver. 11, 3; iii. 23; John xvii. 3,) which we have in 
him, (that we know, o78a/itVj to be supplied from ver. 
15, or more correctly : that we have that reliance on 
him, — which is to be supplied from fra^^rftftav — 
iX^fisvy) that, when we ask anything according to his 
will, t. e. anything that pleaseth him, (cfr. Matth. 
vi. 10 ; xxvi. 39 ; John xiv. 13,) he heareth us, cfr. 
John ix. 31, (not fulfils our petitions, for this is first 
mentioned in ver. 15.) 

Verse 15. But if we are convinced (that is the 
meaning of oHdafitv in our epistle, cfr. ii. 20, 21, 29 ; 
iii. 2, 14,) that he hears us, whatever we may ask, 
(when we only ask according to his will,) we also 
know that we will receive that for which we have 
petitioned. "E^itv is here put instead of kajufidvitfy ^'^ 

^7' In nilgar German haben is often used for bekommen, 
empfangen, [The remark also applies to the English Aar», 
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John xvi. 24, cfr. Matth. v. 46 ; vi. 1. Thus, ac- 
cording to St. John, the accoftiplishment of prayers, 
(or th&r prevailabilUif *) both subjectively and ob- 
jectively rests on purely moral grounds. Only prayers 
full of confidence, ver. 15, and prayers for that 
which is according to the will of God (ver. 14,) are 
accomplished. 

An essential department of Christian prayer, in the 
apostolic age, was the intercessive prayer, more spe- 
cially for the eternal welfare of the brethren, cfr. 1 
Thess. v. 25 ; Phil. i. 4 ; Hebr. xiii. 18, 19 ; James 
v. 14 — 20. St. John passes from Christian prayer 
in general, to Christian intercession, specially for 
sinful brethren. And as he has shewn, ver. 14, 
15, that only prayer full of confidence, and prayer 
according to God's will, is fulfilled, he here intimates 
that the Christian should intercede witli God, only for 
that which is capable of being accomplished^ accord- 
ingly not, 'jrsoi afJM^ia^ ^phg ^avarov, but only cre^/ 

AiTTitfety ver. 16, is here to be taken imperatively, 
or rather optatively. It is doubtful whether d(u6si 
refers to the same subject as ahviatiy or whether, 
(since the Giv^ of life is God, and dcDirs/ — Z^mvy can 
be said only indirectly of the interceder,) o ^^hg is 
the subject to be supplied ^^9 from the obvious re- 

which not only in low language, but even in the version of 
this passage, is used in the sense of oblainingj receimng — 
Transl. 

• For the German word Exhorlichkeit which is made by 
the author, I have made the English prevailability. — TrarvsL 

"5 Accordingly Tertullian, the Syriac, Vulg., and some other 
versions, read and supply thus : et dabit ei dominus. 
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ference of aJriau to God. But the parallel, James v. 
20, seens to deeide in: favour of the former. Since 
m4 c^&; ^avarov -— a/ta^^^dufstf is tlie main condition of 
duKfu — ^urivy and aur^ hj ihe universatity of the pre- 
cept, obtains a collective application to all similar 
eases : St. John adds emphatically : toTs afJMordyonift 
fiii Tohg ^dvarov. Here too, the regular use of fin and 
ou should also be observed. In a conditional ideal 
sense and context, ver. 16, St. John says : ftn ^^^ 
^dvarov. But in verse 17, where the notion of ^< Sin 
not unto death*' is taken quite objectively, he says 
oO ^ohg ^avarov. *Iya e^otrviiFfi refers regressrvely to 
(dv rtg Up in the beginning of the verse ; Clemens, 
Origen, and some MSS. also read ha rtg ^otrrifffiy or 

9 i 

In order to determine more precisely the notion of 
dfi,a»ria cr^o; ^dvarov and a.ao^/a ou w^bg ^avaroii, 
which is peculiar to St. John, we must establit^ the 
following maxims: /^tr</, that here by << sin unto death" 
is to be understood no single sin in parficuiar^ but 
an entire class or species of sins ^^® (in the former 
case, the sin would have been mentioned more pre- 
cisely and even by name) : but, seeondljfj that idv m 
Ibp Tw dbik^h ai/rfiu shews that here Inust be meant 
a species of sins which can occur among Christians^ 
and not among those who are not Christians ; in the 
Mrdphwe, that the difference betwixt mortal sin, 
and sin not unto death, must be externally percepti- 
ble, and not unknown to the readers, ^^i (otherwise 

*^ See Calvin on this passage. 
*8i Calvin on this passage. 
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the precept would be without an ol^ect, nay dan- 
gerous, the difference would also have been stated 
more precisely) ; and, ybtirM, that as here only9ioral 
rdLations are spoken of, and as, according to the 
ttStts loquendi and the fundamental ideas of the 
epistle, by 2^m can be meant only spiritual life, '(^m 
cuwioiy cfr. iv. 9 : the expression ^^h; ^dwrov too, 
caonot by any means have a reference to bodily, but, 
as in iii. 14, only and exclusively to spiritual death. 

If these general propositions are right, it follows 
that Stroth's explanation, ^^' (according to which it 
is supposed that St. John allows an interceding prayer 
for the conversion and amendment of non-Christian 
unbelievers, when they are docile, but that he for- 
bids it when they are obstinate* and malicious,) is 
utteriy untenable. It also follows, that both sense 
and context is entirely misunderstood by those who, 
by <' sins unto death," understand such sins, as God 
punishes, either with mortal diseases, ^^^ (morbis 
^ifiXdroiCf) or with bodily death, ^^ according to the 
language and legislation of the Old Testament and 
of the syni^ogues. 

Still less can such sins be meant as w^^e deemed 
to be cafMtal cifimes by the civil authority, and, ac- 
oordingly, punished with death, or visited with other 
severe penalties.^^s gt, John would hardly have 
based his precept respecting intercession, on a notion 

^** In Eichhorn's Repertor. for Oriental and BibL Literal. 
V0I.XII. p. 60, 61, 72, sqq. 

^'^^ ZachariS, Michaelis, and others. 

*" WerenfePs Sylloge Dissert. TheoL p. 470, sqq. 

^^ See Moms and Lange. 
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SO vague as that of morbi ^iriXdrot of his age. Even 
what the Lord sud of him who was bom blind, John 
ix. 3, must have prevented him. Further, as his 
readers chiefly were converted heathens, living un- 
der entirely different laws, St. John could not well 
allude to any Jewish ecclesiastical distinction betwixt 
sins unto death, and not unto death. His address 
would have been either entirely unintdligible, or it 
must have be^i misunderstood by uninformed readers. 
Least of all can this passage have any reference 
whatever to the heathen laws of the Apostle's age, 
these being, in some respects, so repugnaift to the 
Christian principle. Even the strict contrast between 
the fraternal community of Christians and the heathen 
Kosmos, on which our epistle is founded, rendered 
such a reference impossible. In a word, the distinc- 
tion betwixt sin unto death, and not unto death, must 
be one that is peculiarly Christian, 

In the ancient church it was not unusual, by a,aa0- 
ria nrohg ^avarov to understand blasphemy, or the sin 
against the Holy Ghost, cfr. Matth. xii. 21. ^^^ Beza, 
CaIvin,^S7 Flacius, Calovius, Wolf, Heumann and 
others, are of the same opinion. Undoubtedly the 
sin against the Holy Ghost belongs to the species of 
ajua^r. vphg ^dvarov» But if St* John meant that sin, 

^^ Au^stin de Sermone Domini in monte, sec. Matth. cap. 
22, § 73. Here, howeyer, we find this view somewhat modified, 
of which more hereafter. The Schol. Matthai. p. 230, ofi. 
Wfif S«». ixi/yjfy ^»W, rtiv us ri mtvfiut (iXM'^nfitMf, ihtt tit rnt 
^irfirmt cfir, p. 147. 

^" But Calvin is doubtful 
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"why should he not have expressed himself more dis- 
tinctly; why should he not have called it by the 
same name as Christ had called it? As the sin 
against the Holy Ghost, at all events, is an indivi- 
dual sin in the class of mortal sins, their highest, 
their scarcely imaginable culmination — as it is no- 
where else mentioned by the Apostles, nay more, as 
its possibility in the Christian world is, at least, 
doubtful, and its Sequent occurrence in the Aposto- 
lical communities certainly impossible : and, since it 
cannot be, by human means, determined whether an 
evil of sueh magnitude is really present in a given 
case : this particular sin cannot at all be meant here. 

Another interpretation of the ancients is, that mor- 
tal sin, with St. John, denotes ruthless sin, which, as 
such, is deserving of eternal death, Srav r/; afiot^r^v 
dvaia^firug s'^fi TPhg ^ravo/av.*** But this definition, 
referring to the furama, has no satisfactory basis in 
the context of our passage or our epistle. But Gro- 
tius is entirely in error when he declares those to be 
mortal sinners : qui cum peccaverint, moniti peccare 
pergunt, aut eerte disciplinae, quae in ecdesia insti- 
tuta est, se subjicere nolunt. No vestige of the 
penitential discipline of the church is to be found in 
our passage ; it is also diiBcult to conceive, why in- 
tercession in prayer could not be made for such sin- 
ners, cfr. 2 Tim. ii. 25, 26. 

It is plain that St. John, by a/Mapr, v^hg ^dvarov 

1^ Schol. MatthVi, p. 146 and p. 230. (Ecumenius has also 
adopted'this opinion, and he also (as the SchoL of Cod. H and 
D in Matth'ii), refers to Judas's example. 
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can have meant, in general, only suoh sins of which 
tpirituul death is the inevitable eon^equenoe, t.^. sins 
by which, according to the laws of the ^oMtKiim r«y 
SeobiyOr of the nwwia, /dtsnic roy vurf^^ %au fjbtra rov 
U4W aurou *Ii}tfou X^itrrov, the capability for the Chris- 
tian ^(ati is neoesaarily abolished, and the Christian 
salvation lost.^^^ As, acc<M*ding to St John, the 
Christian ^«)i) is acquired, or the fitrafiatftc ex r^u 
3avarw «/; r^v ^4»i)v effected by the faith in Jesus 
Christ, and ^itirdy accomplished by perfect and 
genuine broth»ly4ove (whickis the root of Christian 
life), cfr. iii. 14* John v. 24 ; iii. d6 ; so also by tn* 
fiddUy^ worldly heresy ^ and Cain^like uani of love, 
the Christian ^ean is again lost, and man repasses, as it 
were, from life into death, sx r^^ ^wns e/c r^v davaroX) 
i. e. spiritual (not eternal) death, is the necessary 
consequence of such cardinal sins, — cfr. ii. 17, 25 ; 
iii. 11 — 15. This, according to the context of our 
epistle, is the cb/nM^, '!r§hg ^oiktrov and it would be 
easily recognize by St. John's readers, from that 
which the Apostle had said in the preceding part of 
this epistle. The culmination of this a^a^r/a is the 
complete passing over into the xocr/i^ff oi darkness and 
of spiritual death, t. e. the apostaoy from Christiaiuty, 
cfr. Heb. x. 26, or idolatry. And thus, if this b the 

^^^ The notion is relatiye, aooordiag to t)ie more or less spi- 
ritual or ethical sense in which Beitmrat is taken- Thus kftm^riu 
tit Bmvxrtv in the Test. XIL Patrum Isaschar ^ YII. is, accord- 
ing to the context, either (^ VI.) ruthless sin, or, which on ac- 
count of what follows, is more probable, a grass tranagnesaion of 
the law, by which man is rendered subject to the dominion of the 
evil spirit, and by which he loses God's favour. 
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right explanation of St. John's idea, the context from 
ver. 16 to ver. 21, is easily construed.*** 

St. John distinguishes betvreen an internal and an 
external community of Christians ; only the former 
consists of God's true children, the latter contains a 
medley of perfection and imperfection. He can, ac« 
cordingly, without contradicting himself, iii. 6 — ^9, 
and here, 18, quite well suppose the possibility of the 
existence of mortal sin t&t^m the Christian community. 
St. John does not declare, whether a mortal dinner can 
]>e converted or not, and he prohibits the Christian 
communities • to intercede for the a/La^rdvovrsg 'rrebg 
^avarov from no other motive than this, that otherwise 
the essential distinction betwixt good and evil, be- 
twixt light and darkness, betwixt the communion with 
Grod and the communion with the world, would be 
weakened and obfuscated in the Christian's conscience. 
If, according to God's eternal law and judgment, the 
loss of eternal life in Christ (spiritual death), is in- 
separably combined with the sins of infidelity, world- 
liness and uncharitableness, because they directly 
abolish the Christian principle : the true (the critical) 
Christian cannot, and may not implore God to give 

^^ I find a vestige of this interpretation in St. Augustin, in 
the place above mentioned : Peccattim fratris ad mortem puto 
e8se, cum post agnition^n dei p^r gratian^ domini nostri lesu 
Christi quisque oppugnat fi*aternitatem et adversus ipsam gis- 
tiani, qua reconciliatus est Deo, invideutiae facibus agitatur ; 
(subsequently he added, si in hac perversitate finierit hanc 
vitam). Peccatum autem non ad mortem est si quisquam non 
amorem a fratre alienaverit, sed oflicia fraternitatis debita per 
aliquam infirtniiaUnn animi non exhibuerit. Opp. August. 
Tom. III. P. II. p. 197. Cfr. p. 163, 164. 
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life to those who commit mortal sin. He would he 
asking what camiot be granted ; he would be praying 
for that which is repugnant to Grod's will ; lie would 
confound Hght with darkness, in God who is holy 
and just, and thus suppose a repugnance in God. 
The Christian may ajsk ^vn of God, only for such as 
do not sin unto death, and, consequently, do not an- 
nihilate the ^w^ in themselves ;• for in that case only 
his euTf^fjktt. is xord rh "^tXtf/iAa rou ^soD, and can be 
granted, ver. 14, 15. 

It will appear from ver. 17 and IS, that this is the 
right interpretation- of the passage. For, as it might 
seem that the distinction betwixt the ajuM^r. ^jcvanxr,, 
and fj^n ^avarixn (as CEcumenius calls it), were repug- 
nant to the above established absolute antithesis 
(iii. 7 — 9), betwixt sinning and not sinning : St.- 
John shews, ver. 17, that indeed every khxia. (every 
action, and every intention which is contrary to the 
divine law, every infringement on the d/xa/Mruv)}) is 
in its essence sin (^Kfita^riu the common Christian 
notion), but that still there exists a difference as to 
the degree of intensity and effect of sin, betwixt the 
a^a^r. ^^hi ^Msrov and oh '^hi dovarov). The true 
Christian can,, as such, according to St. John, not sin 
unto death ;, he is subject to the sins not unto death, 
as long as he walketh in the flesh, cfr. ii. 1. St. 
John, therefore, adds this consolation, ver. \% : But 
we (also) know, that every one who is bom of God, 
does not sin, cfr. iii. 9 (in tKis' sense — a/iaor, cr^h^ 
'^dvaTov,) but that (ort is to be supplied), he who is 
born of God (being ever intent on sanctifying him-- 
self), keepeth himself from so sinoix^. (rr^PsTsaurbv^ i^^ 
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ayvhv^ d'^ro rou xcV/tou, cfir. James 1. 27. 1 Tim. v. 22. 
Wisd. X. ^), and thus is unassailable to the evil one 
(6 ffovjj^ic oy% dmrsrai auroD,^^^ cfr. Wisd. xviiL 20), 
the prince of this world, who maintains the sway of 
darkness and death over his own, cfr. Col. i. 15. 
£ph. vi. 12> sqq, 

Ver. 19. The devil, then has no power oven us— 
over us who know that we are of God, and not of 
the world ; the world only, aye, the whole of it, is in 
his power, xai 6 Kofffiog oXoi (as contrasted with God's 
children — ^the entire non-christian and anti-christian 
KocfjLogy — no man, who in any respect whatever belongs 
to the world, excepted) iv rft flrovijip, «. e. in the a^- 
^euv Tou Kccfkoui) xsiTcuy (is in his power, under his 
sway, and subjected to him, cfr. 2 Mace. iv. 33, and 
other places.^®* 

Ver. 20. '£x rou SsoD eafikvy (ver. 19), is more pre- 
cisely determined by the. antithesis 6 TUcr/SMg oXog h 
rCj 'srovTi^iji wTrau The reading : xa/ e/ida^Ey appears 
to me for this reason preferable to otdaf^tv di, "Hxu 
is here, as John ii. 4 ; iv. 47 ; viii. 42, quite classically 
used, in the sense of : he is come^ is present, ^^^ 
i:pav6^ui^r,y iii. 8. Aidvota does not here denote a dis- 
position to recognize, but understanding (intellectus, 
as the word is translated by several Latin authori- 
ties;) ^he words im '/jvuKfxcii/iev tov dXvi^ivhv, which 
follow, are a more precise determination of tliis un- 
derstanding, which the Son- of God has given unto 

^^^ A similar sense of ^^rtrau we also 6iid in the Classics, v. 
Eisner Observ., and Raphel. Annot. ex Polybio on this passage* 
'^* 8ee more particularly Raphel. Annot. loco citato. 
^^ Butmann's Gr. Gramm. p. 392. Note 7- 
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US, cfr. John i. 18. The glo8»-Uke reading bew, in 
several authorities indicates the right nieaaing of 
rbv dXfl^tvhvt cfr. John xvii. 3. In contiudistuietion 
to the iiduXa of the xicfus, God, the Father of Jesus 
Christ is called 6 d>.9}^it^, the tiM God, ^^ cfr* 1 
Thess. i. 9, where, joined to ^wv, it is put antithetically 
to the idols%) Kai i€fi4it iv rj*) &Kti^i¥^ (viz. ^^) refers 
back to xui iudce/n&f, on*-^*£» rft vifi obrov, *ljfiw 
Xetifrul, I conttder as a more precise determioation 
of ifffiiv B9 r(fi dX9}B/vc7. This is the sense : We ai« 
in c(Hnmunion with- the true God, through his Son-^ 
or, more correctly^ and mere after St. John's maimer, 
— in as far as we are in his Son Jesus Christ, (i. e* 
have communion with him) who is come, and has 
revealed unto us the only true God, do"* i. d ; ii. 23 ; 
John i. 18 ; xiv. 6 ; xvii. 3, 6, 14* 

The interpretation of the words o^rog — ctiwioi 
is, and has been a sulject of controversy : the inter* 
est which it excited was formeiiy more of a dogma- 
tical character,^^^ at present it is rather philologi- 

^^^ Not vercufj as Beza will havc^it. The antithesis to tbe 
Idols, and also St. John^s usage of aXn^nit, (which even in 
John vii. 28, does not denote verax), are againstBeza^s opinion. 

193 Calovius, Bibl. lUustr. and Wolf, Curae on this passage. 
('fr. Andreas Meyer Dissert, theol. qua Christus verus Deus 
ex 1. loan. V. 20, contra Bensonium demonstratur* Erlang, 
1764, 4to. The Acians referred ^Sth to Ood ; but the Aa- 
tartans and strict Trinitarians to Christ. So does Athanasioi 
orat. contr. Arianos 0pp. Tom. II. p. 30. Basilius IVIagn, ad- 
versus Eunomium lib. IV. Opp. Tom. I. p. 294, Kd. Paris, 
1721. Hieronym. Comment, in Isaiam. Opp. Tom. V. p. 
'208. August lib. III. & Maxim. Opp. Tom. VI. p. 507, sqq- 
and several others. This interpretation, which has become or- 
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eaL^^^ The decision of ihis qHestioB i» diCBenk^ but the 
despair of Ihose who eonsideT the problem: : whether 
^rog should, foe referred to the nearest 'li9(ro& X^kftov^ 
or to the r^aoter, ev rui c*3w9}^^ as %m insohible 
gordiaa koot, or deekure that tlie amhifuity is here 
desigaedi is qwle uareasooable. The orthodox ia* 
tcspretiLtioiif as it is eaUed> aoeerdisDg to whieh <i&r<t$ 
6<friV' Q mhif^4ii^g ^thg is r^rred to Chit8t» the Sob 
of God^ is chiefly sii^orted b j the foBowing arga> 
meats: L That 'Inff. X^ is the locally nearest noun 
eufbfllaiitiye before •Sr*r 2. That *H ^un tt/o^wc£, as 
ft predieate^ is much more natorally referred to Christ 
than ta G>od» efr^. k 2. John i. 4 ; and, linaUy> ^ 
That wh^k understeed as ref^ring to GWd^ the pirch- 
|M)sitie»is miif^ too ide&tiicaJ; with thepreeedingy and 
that H would afipear to be without an object But 
against this may be remarked : 1. That cZwg^ porticu* 
lady whe& so emfhatieaily pud m here, is not always to 
be relerred to the locaUy nearest subject, but often to 
that whtoh> according to the ooetexU is the chidT sub- 
ject of the preceding propQi^ion, cfr. ii. 22 ; 2 John 7. 



thodox, has had its influence on the reading of the text : im- 
provements were attempted. See Griesbach*8 collection of 
variants. 

1^ Knsmus efvea, from jihslologiGal roaiMMis, departed from 
the orthedoK iatafpretation^ see his Annot, on this passa^^. 
Among the S«cinians it was, from philological reasons^ sane- 
tioned by ecclesiastical authority, to refer •vrf to (xod, see 
Catech. Rac. Quaest. 120, p. 181'. Grotius, Benson and others, 
have adopted this view. See !!K;roth*s interpretation of this pas- 
sage in the Repertory for Oriental and Biblical Literaturei 
VoL XJI. p. 7^) 9<iq> 

U 
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Accordingly, to say the least of it, it is not neces- 
sary to refer oZros to Christ, 2. 'H ^wi) atwvtog can 
hardly be, as a predicate, referred to Christ. Christ 
is indeed, by St. John, called ^mt, ; but never, not even 
in i. 2, and least of all in constructions so simple as 
the present one, ^oj^ aliaviog ; by which latter ex- 
pression St. John ordinarily denotes, not Christ's 
substantial life, but that life which he communicates 
to the faithful. But, what ^all we say, if 19 ^un 
ojuivtog is not to be referred as a predicate, either to 
God or to Christ, and if a third mode of referring 
it would be found, which, being philologically more 
difficult, still, in the context, would aj^ar to be the 
only right one ? 3. When referred to God, the pro- 
position neither is identical with the preceding, nor 
without an object. For, in the former proposition, 
the Apostle only spoke of the knowledge of the true 
God, and of the communion with him, but not of iMs, 
that the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is 
the only true God. Now, when St. John brings out 
this last idea in strong relief, he plainly does so, by 
way of antithesis to the g75wXa,. against which, in ver. 
21, he warns his readers so emphatically. Thus then 
is removed the objection, that the proposition would 
be without an object. 

The untenableness of the arguments for the ortho- 
dox reference of oZrog to Christ, at once renders the 
opposite interpretation more probable. But the pro- 
bability is rendered certainty by the following con- 
siderations : — 1. The emphatic tone of the proposi- 
tion renders it necessary to refer oSrog to the pre- 
vailing chief subject of the preceding proposition. 
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But this is God, o dX9}^/yi^, and not Christ, who only 
is mentioned parenthetically, as he through whose 
medial;ion the sJmm Iv rf aXif^sv^ is effected. 2. Fur- 
ther, as God above is xar If o;^i)v, and without any 
word additional, called o dXij^iy^;, cfir. John xvii. 8, 
and Christ never is so styled by St. John; oSro; can, 
aoccMiiing to all rules of logical interpretation, not be 
referred to Christ, but to God, unless we are deter- 
mined to charge St. John with an intentional confu- 
sion of ideas, d. The authors of the New Testa- 
ment never use the same predicate and name for the 
Father and the Son of God, when they speak of each 
distinctly. Here, it is plain that they are distinctly 
spoken of. If then, oZrcg here ought to be referred 
to Christ, we would have a confusion of names 
and predicates, to which there would be no parallel 
in. the New Testatment. Finally, 4. St. John indeed 
calls the Ao/o; rou ^sou in Christ, God, John i. 1, but 
the historical Christ he never does so designate, but 
always as vtos rou btov. But, let us suppose that St. 
John intended to designate Christ as aXn^mg ^£o^, 
for what reason does he introduce that designation 
in this particular place ? Are we to suppose, that, 
without demonstration, without preparation of any 
kind, nay, even contrary to the nearest context, he 
introduced such an important, and with him unusual 
proposition, in such an equivocal form, as a straggler 
at the end of the epistte~-^that he did so introduce a 
proposition, to which nothing resembling occurs in 
the whole epistle, and to which no satisfactory clue 
is to be found in the gospel, which mentions as ^sbg 
only the Aoyog in Christ, always speaks of the Ciirist 
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who appeared in the flesh, a» tuhg roS ^m)^ and mjs 
of tke Fatk^ of Jesw Christ, Jfdw xvB. 3^ ^ he 
L» the only true G^d^ fUu4 aX^iv^Sddf? Never! 
And the wnmag agaisBt idxASi plain aad trdi ground- 
ed a» k a|i|iear», if $irt>g k rejfei^ed to Ck^U how oh- 
seure and vneoBneeted, narf , how Genfosed must it 
appear to the readerg^ whcn^ beeddes €iod^ Cfarist 
also ifl mentioned aa o aihof^m^ ^tiSg ^ 

These are saAcii^t grooAdh fbt dedtaoing, that 
the only right eonstnietion is : to refer cMg sermr o 
dXfi%¥^ %h^ to God. The proposkion and eonstme- 
tioii axe to be resolved and expUmied acctirding to 
the anotogy of John xviL 8 (im yntumiMsi cs Hhf ^u^vor 
aXij^/w> S«ov). *8® The d&iiieiilt expression jms ti t^otn 
a/uy/o^, I accordingly ascribe to coficbeiiess, and eoH- 
sider it elliptical : and I supply what is wanting thus: 
Kai avTTi i<friv (which is to be taken from o^rog egrtf) 
fl ^U7i aimiog. And the meaning of the entire pfty- 
position is : This (fc <^ hfitv hv rtu utSt c&uroD, *I. Xp.) is 
the only true Gady and in this only, (in the know- 
ledge of him, and in the commmdon with him through 
the Son,) consists eternal life. 

Ver. 21. Now, since the God and Father of Jesus 
Christ is the only true God, and since eternal life 
only exists in the communion with him through 
Christ, and since beyond the sphere of this cmnmu- 
nion, there is only death, do beware, little childreui 
(not as Carpzov will have it, ** children of the only 
true God,") of the idols, (cfr. 1 Cor. viii. 4, and other 

^9® Some Authors refer ovt»s to the subsequent Btcg, and 
construe thus : «vto( ^tof Urh i »>.9i^ms xeu — but this is to* 
artificial. 
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places,) and of every communion with them I The 
danger against which the Apostle is warning, never 
entirely ceased in the apostolical age, in those com- 
munities which had been converted from heathen- 
ism, cfr. 1 Cor. X. 14. At the time when St. John 
wrote, this danger was so much the greater, and the 
warning so much the more necessary, since the per- 
secution and seduction of the heathen x6gfMg was be- 
coming ever more and more threatening, and con- 
stantly made a more and more easy prey of slothful 
half- Christians, who were satisfied with the mere ap- 
pearance and name of Christianity. It is contrary, 
as well to the usus loquendi as also to the context, 
to suppose that anything different is implied in the 
idols, as for example, gnostic heresies,^^^ or any thing 
similar to these. 

'^ An opinion entertained by Hammond and others* 
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CHAPTER I. 

OF THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE SECOND AND THE 

THIBD EPISTLE. 

Decidedly favourable as the tradition of the church 
is to the first epistle, as unfavourable and full of 
doubt it is with regard to the second and third ; but 
particularly with regard to the last. 

The testimonies and the judgments of the ancient 
church respecting these two epistles, are as follows : 

In the church, and in the school of Alexandria, 
both epistles seem very early to have been in con- 
stant use, and to have been there favourably received. 
Clem. Alex, undoubtedly had in his canon several of 
St. John's Epistles. For, speaking in his Miscella- 
neous Notes ^ of the difference of sins, and appealing 
to the testimony of the Apostle St. John in the 
first epistle, v. 16, he calls this the greater epistle. 
The fragment of his Adumbrations,''^ on the second 

^ Strom. II. 15. ed. Potter. 

' Opp. et Potter p. 1011, Secunda Joaimis epistola^ quae ad 
virgines scripta est, simplicissima est. Scripta vero est ad quan. 
dam Bayloniam Electam nomine. — 
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lesser efHstle, shews at least that it was known to him, 
and that he made nse of it. These Admnbiations 
most probably are identical with Clemens' Hypotg" 
poses on the entire Holy Scriptures. But we know 
from EttselMHS,^ that they emnpnzed the whole «f 
the Catholic epistles, and, consequently, both the 
second and third Epistle of St. John, both of which 
were, in £usebius*s age, reckoned among the seven 
Catholic epistles. Origen, who was more strict 
than his master Clemens in distinguishing what was 
genuine and spurious, says : John has left, besides 
the Gospel and the Apocalypse, also an Epistle, but 
consisting only of a few Stichoiy^-\t may be also a 
second luid a third, for aQ authors do not eonmder 
Uiese two as genuine \^ both of them, however, de-net 
oontain a hundred etichei, B«t Dionysius of Alex- 
andria, the disciple of Origen, the most strict and 
the most lexpetl; of aJl the Alexandrian fathers in 
the critique of St. John's writings, appears to be still 
more favourable to our two epistles than his Master, 
and to pay less attention to their non-recognition out 
of Alexandria. For although he draws die diief ar- 
guments against the genuineness of the Apocalypse 
from its discrepancy; more specially with the gospel 
and Wil^ the first epistle, as the universally re- 
cognized genuine writings of the Evangelist : he 

^ Hist. £ccL VI. 14, *£» il vtug vrtruitvM^A (»ff>.«yrc firm, 
warns ffi$ Xv^ia^Kou y^at^ns Wtr%rfM,nfAiitets wivroinrm ^twyntus^ /uh 
ll rkt avrtXtyfiitxt ita^t^eiy. T^y 'l»t^» xiym ««> Tkt Xiwms 
m»i^»Xituis lvrtrT»Xtis. Cfir. Photii Bibl. Cod. 109- 

* Origenis Comment, in Joannem, Lib. V. p. 88, cfr. Ea- 
»eb. Hist. Eccl. VI. 26. 
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does not ketitate to appeal to the secoiid and third 
epiade a]80> on aaooont of tlMir geouiae Johan- 
MBic. «lyl% ia fluppDit of hia aoeination i^ainst 
tbe Aipoc idy pge** Mleed^ in meatkming tbem, he 
notiQca the doid^ roq f ic cting their geanineness, 
whi<di existisd m ^ke chuneh, ^dftwai 'iomvfou (<*. «. 
qiMB feruotnr ease Joannis) ;* but the first epistle 
alto> fiasetnua calk riiv f€f/imi¥ 'Imkvmu ^^ori^t.* 
StiM it olearly vf^ears that Diimysios was indeed 
ymry fitf from donbdag tke genaineness of our Epis- 
tles, mwe s^peciaUy from the eiroamstance : that 
aldiongh nkiieh iadined to consider tbe Apocalypse 
as a worit of John the £phesian Presbyter, he not 
only Bcoma to draw any argument from the anony- 
notts sapersoriplion of the second and third ^stle 
6 ^pe^in^iy £ot the purpose of su^poiting a ooajec- 

^ Euseb. H. E. VIT. 25. 'AXk'tiiS^lp^^tt^ipt^fy 'iW». 
90V Mai c-^iT^y Ktiivt ^^ajQiimt w^mit WtertXmu i *lgta999e ***• 

* This is rather more than mentioning existing doubts ; it 
Is indeed as much as adopting them. And Bionysius might 
qirita well ndke yum of these cpisdes as arguments against the 
gSDuiiKDesa of Ihe Afooeiypae withsut soppasiBg therafore 
thAt they weiw genuine. He prabably admitted only thns 
much in their favour, that the manner and style of St. John 
was better preserved in them : Still, even their genuineness was 
doubted : and if the genuineness of such writings as really 
were composed in t$t. John*s style and manner was doubted, 
how much more doubtful must then be the genuineness of such 
writings, as exhibit little or nothing' of St John's style and 
manner. — TransL 

^ Hist. Ecd. III. "25. Here it is doubtful whether p^ofainif 
is to be referred to w^tri^aw or to 'iteirtttf. The latter appears 
to me more probable. 
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ture, already advanced by several authors before the 
time of Eusebius : that this very presbyter of Ephesus 
probably might be the author of these epistles ; but 
he, on the contrary, considers this superscription as an 
indication of their genuineness. After the time of 
Dionysius the judgments of the Alexandrians respect- 
ing our epistles, particularly the second, become 
ever more and more favourable and unhesitating. 
The Bishop Alexander of Alexandria, in a missive 
to the bishops of his diocese, justifies the excommu- 
nication of Arius and of his adherents, by a direct 
appeal to 2 John ver. 10. 7 Athanasius, ^ and the 
author of the Synopsis,^ are equally favourable, at 
least to the second epistle. And Didymus, in his 
commentary on the canonical epistles, interpreted 
both these epistles as belonging to those which were 
termed Catholic, and as being genuine writings of St. 
John the Evangelist. 

Still more favourable, at least to the second 
epistle, are the testimonies and judgments of the 
Occidental church, in the second and third century. 
Irenseus appeals ^^ to the second epistle, (ver. 1 1,) di- 
rectly mentioning the author by name, (Joannes Domini 
Discipulus). Nay more, he is in such a degree con- 

^ Socrates Hist. Eccl. 1. 6. 

^ £p. Festalis, and Epist. ad Monachos, opp. Athanas., £d. 
Patav., Tom I. p. 11, p. 767 and 772. 

' Synops. Script. S. in. the Opp. Athanas. £d. Col. Tom. 
II. p. 139. 

'^ Adv. Haer. !• 13, loannes enim Domini discipulus super- 
exteudit damnationem in eos, neque ave a nobis eis did 
Tolens : qui enim dicit, inquit, avea etc 
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vinced of this epistle's being a genuine writing of St. 
John's, that in another passage, where he literaUy 
quotes its seventh and eighth verse, he either by slip 
of memory confounds it with the first epistle, or con- 
siders it, and makes use of it, as an appendix to the 
same. ^^ As Irensus's native country was Asia 
Minor, and as he was St. Polycarp's disciple, his 
testimony, being the most ancient of all, is decisive 
in favour of the genuineness, at least of the second 
epistle. The anonymous fragment in Muratori,^^ in 
which two epistles of St. John are reckoned in the 
canon of the Roman Church, shews that this epistle 
was in that church very early ascribed to St. John, 
and made use of as such. But perhaps in this frag- 
ment the second epistle was considered as an integrant 
part of the first, and thus only two epistles made of 
the three. This anonymous author, in quoting 1 John 
i. 1, 4, makes use of this rather strange expression : 
Joannes in epistolis suis. Did he perhaps consider 
the two or three epistles which he had, as a con- 
nected whole epistolary ? The African church too, 
in the 3d century, considered the second epistle at 
least to be written by St. John. In a Synod held 
at Carthago, under Cyprian, De Hereticis JBaptizan- 
dis, Aurelius, the Bishop of Chullabi, gives his vote 
in the words of 2 John, verse 9, saying : Joannes 

^^ L. C. III. 16. 8. £t discipulus ejus loannes in praedicta 
epistola, (t. e, the first,) fugere eos praecepit dicens : Multi se- 
ductores exierunt in hunc mundum, qui etc. 

^' Antiqq. Ital. med. aevi Tom. III. p. 874; Epistola sane 
ludae at supradicti loannis duas (ae) in catholica (cis) haben- 
tur. — 
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in Epistola swt posuit dioeofty «lc« ^^ It is (Hfii- 
eiilt to determine what opinions the Ancient Synae 
charck hM. respecting onr epistles. The cofkts 
of the Peschito, of a date as ^mcientfc as the -Olh 
oentmy, betd noi the Episde of Jode^ «or the 3d 
of St. Peter, nor die Sd and ^ of St John: netlflier 
are these epistles contained in subsequent cofxes of 
the Peschito. That version of these episdes ^rhieh 
at present exists, was, according to the judgment of 
connoisseurs, not originally a part of the Pesdiito. 
Did the Peschito (a version which was made in die 
earlier part of the diird century), originaQy recognize 
as genuine and canonical, only the diree larger ca- 
tholic epistles, 1 Peter, 1 John, and James ? And 
were the oth^ cadK^ epistles unknown to it, (dd 
and 3d of St. John indusive), or did it reject them ? 
£^>hraem, (of the 4th century), in his works, makes 
use of die Episde of Jude, the 2d of St. Peter, and 
the 2d of St. Jdin, apparently considering them as 
genuine and canonical.^^ As this father did not 
know the Greek language, he must, nndoubtedly, 
have read them in a Syriac translation. But whedier 
that v^^*sion of these episdes which Ephraem had, 
originally formed an integrant part of the Peschito 
or not, is a very diflferent question. In the former 
case, it would be inconceivable how, and why, the 
Syriac church should, after the age of Ephraem, have 
rejected this part of its own version, particularly 
since the judgment of the churches of that country, 

^'Opp. Cypriani ed. Oberthiir, Tom. II. p. 120. 
^* The 2d Epist. of St. John is quoted : Ephr. Opp. Gr. 
Tom. I. p. 76. Tom. III. p. 52. 
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geaera]ly> was more favourable to these four episties 
tbui that of' other chsrehes. It is far more reason- 
ably to suppose that these episdes are not to be found 
in any genuine MS. of the Peschifto, because they 
had mot oaiginaliy been incMHporated in that version, 
and that tha version wfaieh Ephraem had, is subse* 
qu^iiiy made, at a time when the opinion had gained 
ground in Syria too, that the sewn catholic epistles 
were canomcaL It is quite possible that, during a 
cedaLa pmod^ this more modem translation of the 
epistles vas joined to that more ancient version oi 
the other books of the New Testament which the 
chureh recognized^ But if^ in that case, it subse- 
quently was separated from the version of ^the churchy 
the cause of that separation clearly was no other than 
that originally it had not been a part of that version. 
This alsQ is expressly stated by a Syriac writer of the 
12th ceiitury, and there is so mudi the less any good 
ground for sli^iting this testimony, since the Indian 
traveDer Cosmas (of the 6th century), confirms it.^* 
Thus it appears that the Syrian church did, before 
the 4th century, neither use nc^ recognize either the 
one or the other of our epistles. 

Perhaps it is with a special reference to the canon 
of the Syrian church, (in which neither of these 
epistles seems to have had a place in the third cen- 
tury), that EusebiuB says, that, in every case, 

** On this subject see Hug's Introduction to the New Tes- 
tament, Vol. I. P' 329, 337 : that which here has bsen said, has 
a reference to what there is stated, cfr. Massenkamp's remarks 
on the last § of iMichaelis* Introduction to the New Testament, 
p. 14, 16. 
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whether deriving their origin from St. John the 
Evangelist, or from another author of the same name, 
they must be reckoned among the Antilegomena.^^ 
But, after the time of Eusebius, in whose age they 
seem abeady to have been incorporated in the eccle- 
siastical collection of the sevens so called. Catholic 
epistles, ^7 the judgments of churches and synods re- 
i^ecting them become ever more and more favour- 
able. The apostolical cancms/® the 60th canon (^ 
the Synod of Laodicea, the Council of Hippo, and 
the Council of Carthago, in the fourth century, with- 
out hesitation place them in the canon of the Catholic 
q3istles. But still, in the age of St. Jerome, as he 
observes, there .were some who did not consider 
the second and third epistle as genuine, but ascribed 
them to John the Ephesian PresbyterP Nay, even 
OBcumenius deemed it necessary to confute those who, 
(more particularly, because they thought it improper 
that a catholic epistle should have been addressed to 
a single individual), << believed that this (the 2d), and 
the following epistle were not tvritten by John the 
Lord^s beloved disciple, but by that other John his 
name-sake,* 

16 Hist. Ecd. III. 25. 

" Hist. Eccl. II. 23. 

« Can. 85. 

1^ Hieronym. de Wris illustr. cap. 9 : Scripsit i^utem loan- 
nes et unam epistolam — , quae ab universis ecclesiasticis et 
eruditis viris probatur. Reliquae autem duae, qiiarum princi- 
pium. Senior— — loannis Presbyteri asseruntur, cujus et 
hodie alterum sepulchrum apud Ephesios ostenditur. 

* ^f}^»}0'«y> Txvrtiv, Ktu ft.iT aifrhv iinrrekhv fin it*»i *Im«vvm; r»d 
nynwfAuav, otMC Iri^w, ifAetyvfMu tovtm. 
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But, even in the age of St. Jerome, these epistles 
had gained the process against the doubters, and 
they have ever since been more and more generally 
recognized by the church as genuine and canonical 
writings of St. John. In the middle ages of the 
church, every doubt against them had vanished. 
Even protestant criticism did not, before the time of 
Grotius, assail the authenticity of these epistles. 

But, since Grotius,^^ he being, as ^ as I know, the 
first of modem authors who questioned the genuine- 
ness of these epistles, had expressed some modest 
doubts, modem critics have decidedly denied that 
the epistles were genuine,^ ^ and revived again the 
conjecture of some ancient authors, that the Ephesian 
Presbyter John might probably be their real author. 
The doubts of modem critics are grounded on what 
follows : — In the first pktce^ the vi^eness and the 
biAircation of early tradition ; next, that the author, 
in the superscription of both these epistles, has not 
styled himself in the usual manner, as an Apostle 
should have done, 6 d^dgroXog, but called himself o 
ir^crjSyrg^os* further^ the discrepancy of style from 
the First Epistle and the Gospel ; it is maintained, 
that we here have a medley of Pauline and Johanneic 
elements, and that this seems to indicate an author 
who had indeed carefully read the writings of both 
Apostles ; but appropriated more of 8t. John's than 

^ Annotationes in £p. JI. Proem. 

*' J. D. Beck Observationes critico-exeget. Spec. I. Lipi. 
1798, 4 to. Fntzsche's Remarks on the Epistles of St. John in 
Henkes* 31useum of Religious Knowledge, Vol. HI. P. 1. 
Bretsebneider in the Probabilia and others. 
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of St. Paurs nuum^ ; cmd^ fenoUyy thai in tke second 
e^0tle» the precept, yct. 10, is irFeconcileable to the 
diancter of St. John the £vaBg<dii8t» as known from 
othar sources ; and that, in the third epistle, the <^ 
position of Diotrej^es to our aiithov^s admoMtioBs aod 
recoBuaendations, is not in conformity with that al^* 
solute and universaUy prevafling aud^bonly of aa 
Apostle like St. J(^, whiidi was maintaiaed in tiie 
i^Mstolie age. 

But, against this, nay be reaamiaUy made the fial* 
lowing ol^eetions : — 

In ikt first plaee^ as to the vagueness and the bi- 
furcation of the ecclesiastical tradition, it would have 
some probi^ve force, only in ease the g^iuineness of 
ouir epistles were incompatible with it. But that 
cannot be maintained. The drcumstanee, that no 
allusion to our ^Hstles oecinw before the close of the 
second century, and thait, after that period^ the se- 
cond only is more particularly mentioaed — and thi^ 
down to the fourth century, the most esteemed 
teachers of the church, and those who were best in* 
formed respecting early tradition, (although Irenseus 
fully guarantees the authenticity of the second 
epistle,) entertained more or less of doubt respecting 
them ; is accounted for, partly by the insignificance 
of both epistles, (and specially of the third,) as to 
their didactic substance, and partly by the mode and 
manner, according to which the primitive church 
proceeded, in the first collection and establishment 
of the New Testamental canon. The former circum- 
stance explains why, even in churches like the Occi- 
dental, which seem to have incorporated both these 
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episdoB in die eecleBiastical «aaoii» the teachera of 
the cbairoli, in their writings, se sekiom make any 
use of tbem^ and, when th^ d<^ bch only allude to 
the second, aye, and confine tfaesngelves to its 10th 
and llth, and still laore rarely quote its 7tli and 
8th verse. Nay nKure, as that which was in dixiac- 
tical respeet impovtant in the seeond c^isde, seem* 
ed to be of a pUemwcU ckmrofiter^ it was at first 
most frequendy made use of for polemical pur* 
poses. We owe to polemics the first definite 
testimonies respecting this episde. And the third 
episde, on the eonUwiiy, is scarcely ever mention- 
ed, for this very reason, that it seemed not to 
contain anjrthing of importance, either for dog* 
matics or polemics. It was, therefore, clearly 
no lustorical conviction of their jspuriousness; that 
hindered die mxx& sapid pcopagation, and the nu»« 
genera] and certain use of our epistles in the seeond 
and third century ; but pardy their brevity, and 
perdy also, and still more, their insignificance in 
ctidacdcal respect. Now, as the churches, when the 
canonical books were first collected, and the canon 
iixed, admitted. only what was universally recognized 
and used (oficXcyov/nsvov) — only what had been shewn 
to be didactically important and genuine Apostohc, 
it is not difficult to coiv^rehend how it happened 
that the Syrian church did not incorporate our ^isdes 
in its first version or in its canon -^ that the church 
of Alexandria was undedded on this point, — and 
that Eusefoius, the attentive observer of ecclesiastical 
tradition and usage in the first three centuries, en- 
toiained doubts respecting them, and reckoned them 
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among the antilegomena. From the manner in 
which Clemens, Origen, Dinonysius of Alexandria, 
Eusebius and others, always speak jcuntly of the 
second and third epistle, it seems clear that they had 
been very early conjoined, and that the third, al- 
though less attended to, and mwe frequently passed 
by in silence, was an inseparable companion to the 
second. But when Irenaeus, the anonymous fragment, 
and the- African Bishop Aurelius, mention only the 
second, that circumstance must not by any mean» 
be considered as a proof of their not knowing the 
third epistle, or of their holding it to be spurious ! 
it only shews that they paid less attention to it than 
to the second, which so strongly supported the ex- 
communication of heretics. 

It is difRcult to say how old may be the conjecture : 
that not the Apostle St. John, but John the Efthenm 
Presbyter, is the author of both these epistles. Ap- 
parently neither Origen nor Dionysius is as yet 
acquainted with it. But Eusebius already knows it 
Thus much, however, is manifest, that those who 
perhaps first in the age of Eusebius, broached this 
conjecture, had no historical ground for it, and in 
genera], no other ground than the uncertainty of the 
ancient tradition, and, as St. Jerome has hinted, the 
unusual title: 6 irpstf^vn^oc^ which the author has 
a(^qpted in both epistles. In modem times, the very 
existence of this Presbyter has been doubted} but 
without any good reason. Eusebius sufficiently 
gaurantees it.^' But only the existence of this 

*« Hist. EocL iii. 30. 
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presbjrter was known to the ancients : nobody had 
any certain knowledge of his authorship.* 

Thus the genuineness of our epistles is, indeed, 
quite reconcileable with the tradition of the church, 
although it certainly was for a long time doubtful 
- and bifurcated. But thus is also removed the chief 
difficulty which affects the authenticity of our epistles. 
For, as to the other objections against it, it must 
indeed be admitted that they are of much less con- 
sequence. 

Grotius considers this as an insurmountable ob- 
jection, that the ApoHle St.* John, in both epistles, 
styles himself 6 ir^its^bn^i. If this is an official de- 
signation, it undoubtedly is difficult to explain why 
St. John should not have made use of the ordinary 
title of his dignity and his office. It is here of small 
avail, to refer to 1 Pet. v. 1, for the case is differ- 
ent.f It has been said,'^ that St. John was at that 
time the oldest among the surviving Apostles, and 

* True.— And even if it were fully proTed that he really had 
written those epistles which the canon entitles second and third 
Epistle of St. John, his authorship might well have remained 
unnoticed or ignored by the ancients. But, on the other hand, 
we can hardly imagine that a person who had acquired a his- 
torical name, and held an office in the church, should not, 
daring his official career, even if short, have written official or 
private letters of equal extent and importance to those in ques- 
tion. Thus nothing can be inferred from the silence of anti- 
quity respecting the authorship of John . the Presbyter of 
Ephesus.— TransL 

*f- And wherein the difference consists is ably stated by 
Grotius, in his preface to this epistle. — Tranah 

^ Wolf, Cur. PhD. on 2 John 1. 
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that, as their senior, he thus designates himself. A 
futile conjecture, and' an empty titiie ! Neither does 
this account for the title of v^s^fivrs^og : that presbyter 
and bishop at that lime were equivalent terms,'^ for 
the Apostles did not use to style themselves bishops. 
Bertholdt is of opinion, ^^ that St. John had adopted 
this style, as a chief of all the congregations in Asia 
Minor. But, in that case especially, he would rather 
have used the term o m<nunet^ and hot have omitted 
to add a more precise determination of his official 
character. And how incredible it also is, that the 
same Apostle, who in his official missive, the fiist 
epistle, neither puts a name nor designation of any 
kind, should in these smaller private letters to fia^ 
miliar friends, where he had nothing to apprehend with 
regard to the transmission, have prefixed a high- 
sounding title without any name ! Much more na- 
tural it is to suppose, that St. John the Apostle, in 
that circle in which his activity was exerted in the 
latter end of his life, was, on account of his great age, 
called by way of distinction, 6 fr^ttr^vre^g, and that, 
particularly among his intimate friends, being suffi- 
ciently known by this honourable designation, with- 
out any more precise designation of his person and 
dignity, he, in oonfidential letters like those before 
us, commonly made use of it.'^ In the beautiful 

^^ (EcumeniuB mentions this explanation in his Commentarj 
on 2 John 1. 

«* Einleitung, (Introduction), Vol. VI. p 3645. 

^ (Ecumenius says, in the Comment, on 2 John I, that St 
John does not style himself Apostle, perhaps, because not be, 
but St. Paul, did first preach the gospel in Asia Minor : nor the 
servant of God, because he i^affft hit re&yxv «y««-Siir^«i 2^ ^» 
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narrative of St. John and the youth in Clem, of 
Alexandr. homily : r/; 6 ffoif^^ofLmg v'Koueto^'' not only 
St. John in his affecting address to the recovered 
youth, calls himsdf rhv ^i^ovro,'^ bat he is also by 
Clemens, in the midst of the narrative) so styled — 
simply yi»uv. The case is difierent it is true ; St. 
John does here call himself, and is caUed o ys^w, 
chiefly by way of contrast to the youth ;. still we here 
see the possibility established, that St. John might, 
in our epistles, with reference to his age, have called ^ 

himself 6 'ratsfiursfio^. Similarly St. Paul, in his con- 
fidential letter to Philemon, does not in the super- 
scription, as in an official missive, style himself 
o arotf^oXo^, but nauXocy digfuog *I»Xo^ (writing from his 
prison in Rome,) in verse 9, howev^, be says, dia r^f 
Aydrf^v fiaXkov To^tiTUtXS^ Twovrog (H/v^ ug IlaSXos, ^^<(r- 
/?urji;, vvvi 56 xai Iktffutg *I)j<n»D XgitfiroD. But why 
does not St. John, like St. Paul, call himself ^'^Ea^urjj^ ? 
Perhaps he designed some kind of allusion to his 
official title, or wished to express a more advanced 
age, than what is denoted by cr^sa^urrig. At all events, 
it is easier to explain why the Apostle St. John calls 
himself 6 ^^io^un^^g without mentioning his name, 
than to account fcnr John the Presbyter so styling 
himself. • 

m i^vXtimg tTtat ^ifiau, (is ftill of confidence on account of hii 
being greatly beloved, and remote from that fear which is in- 
herent in servitude.) And that he styles himself Presbfter 
yt^ates &v if^fi (being now an aged man.) , 

'^ Ed. Segaar Cap. 42, cfr. Enseb. Hist. Eccl. III. 3S. ' A 
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. The opponents to the authentity of our epistle- 
say, that their style is not purely Johanneic, and 
that it is mixed with Pauline modes of expression. 
Pauline expressions are said to occur, 2 John ver. 
3, (cfr. 2 Tim. i. %) ver. 8 ; 3 John ver. 2, vytalvmy 
suodoDfldtti, ver. 6, r^onfi^nivy a^mg deoD, ver 9^ ^iXo- 
<i]^«rfu«v, verse 10, f7\^)aDm. But a great number of 
isolated Pauline expressions are also found in the first 
epistle, and in the gospeL Isolated expressions never 
determine the character of a work's style and dic- 
tion. Otherwise, the Epistles of St. Paul may one day 
be considered as Johanneic. The salutation, 2 John 
1 — 3, is so far from being exclusively Pauline, that, 
when we except the general and usual apostolical 
formula of salutation, verse 3, we shall find it diffi- 
cult to construe out of it a single peculiarly Pauline 
proposition. The word ^/XMr^wrtuuv, 3 John 9, 
does not even occur in St. Paul's writings. * And, 

* Those who call' this expression Pauline cannot mean to 
assert that St. Paul has used this particular word ; it occurs 
nowhere in the New Testament but in 3 John 9 ; they cannot 
mean anything but this : that the compounds of plXt are more 
frequently used by St. Paul than by .any other anHior of the 
New Testament ; and this undoubtedly is true : be ttset seTeni 
words of this class which are not used by any of the other New 
Testamental writers, such as : ptXinttutj fiktfyw, ^iX^iMf , (St 
Peter uses the last once,) y)<A«S««f, f iA-n^^M^, ptkUrB^tg, pxS- 
ri»y«f. Finding that these and several more compounds of 
^ikH are used by St. Paul exclusiyely, and that such compounds 
are very uncommon indeed with the other sacred writers, more 
particularly with St. John, (who I believe never used any such) 
it is not very wrong thus far to maintain that px^tr^ttnvm is a 
Pauline expression. — TransL 
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in general, we would have to renounce all charac- 
teristics of style, and to repudiate all philological dis- 
cernment, if we should fail to recognize the most 
perfect idenity of style in our epistles, and the first, 
which is observable even in the most minute turns 
of the construction.'^ Nay, in so great a degree the 
style of our epistles is Johanneic, that we would feel 
inclined only on that account to recognize their au- 
thenticity. But all doubts vanish when we compare 
the tone, and the leading ideas of our epistles. The 
similarity, nay, the identity, is so manifest, that the 
most modem opponent of the first epistle, Dr. Bret- 
schneider, founds on it a main argument for establish- 
ing its spuriousness. Here undoubtedly the dilemma 
applies : All the three epistles together are genuine 
writings of St. John, or they are all spurious. 

But it is asserted that 2 John 10 and 11, is re- 
pugnant to the character of St. John. It is said, 
that one of the Lord's disciples, who had most com- 
pletely appropriated the charitable spirit of the gos- 
pel, and who preached it on every page of his first 
epistle, could not possibly have been the author of 
such an intolerant precept as here is given in ver* 
10 — ^that Christian love corrects those who err, but 
does not harshly repel them ; but that our epistle for- 
bids even hospitality and Christian salutation to be 
offered to such. But if St. John, the author of the 
first epistle, was incapable of writing this, the pro- 
blematic author of the second epistle even, was equally 
incapable. For if the substance of verse 10 and 11, 

^ Eichhorn's Introduction, Vol. II. p. 320, sqq. 
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is repugnant to the first epistle, it is equally repng- 
nant to the dth yerse in this epistle, where brotherly- 
love is also expressly stated to be a fundamental pre- 
cept of the gospel. But the repugnance is only ap- 
parent, and the precept, harsh as it may seem, is 
genuinely Johanneic. '^ It is a natural consequence 
of the Johanneic K^iatg, according to which the aya^ 
is grounded on that aX^Ssia which is free from error, 
and that again on the faith in Jesus the Christ, as also 
on the knowledge of God as the purest light. 

That objection of Grotius : that the opposition of 
Diotrephes, 3 John, against St. John the Aposde, 
is incredible in an age when a Christian would 
hardly oppose the divine authority of an Apostle, is 
of still less importance. For not to mention that 
the relation in which Diotrephes stood to St. John is 
not sufficiently clear, and that it cannot be determined 
wherein, and why he was inattentive to the Apostle's 
entreaties and admonitions: it is not at all strange 
that in the apostolic age there should appear an am- 
bitious ruler of a church like Diotrephes. Dio- 
trephes' refractoriness against the Apostle is not 
without a parallel in this i^e ; even St. Paul had 
to endure much from ambitious men, 1 Cor. i. 12^ 

^ Cfr. the narrative in Irenaeus of the meeting between St. 
John and Cerinthus in the bath at Ephesus, Adversus Hereies 
III. 3. Irenaeus adds : £t ipse autem Polycarpus Mardoni ali- 
quando occurrenti sibi et dicenti : cognosce nos, respondit : cog- 
nosco te, primigenitum Satanae. Tantum apostoli et honun 
discipuli habuerunt timorem, ne verbo tenus oommtimcBreBt 
alicui eorum, qui adulteraverant veritatem. £t ipse, etc 
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(vi. 9, sqq. ; *) 2 Tim. iv. 15, and other places.'^ 
It is much more incredible that the Ephesian 
John, a mere presbyter, even without mentioning 
his name, or producing any proof of his authority, 
should in this age have possessed such an authority 
in any place as that with which the author of our 
epistles must have been invested, wheQ he, 2 John 
10, prohibited receiving and greeting of heretics, and 
since he could say, 3 John 10, << If I come I will 
remember the deeds* of Diotrephes." 

Thus it appears that the authenticity of our epistles 
can be satisfactorily testified. As long as the genuine- 
ness of the gospel and the first epistle remains un- 
questionable, every attempt to render doubtful the ge- 
nuineness of the former will be futile and vain. They 
cannot be a forgery ; for such a purpose they are 
too insignificant and destitute oi design. If they are 
the work of John the Ephesian presbyter, it is, con- 
sidering their substantial insignificance and brevity, 
equally difficult to conceive what made the ancient 
church consider them as Johanneic and apostolical, as 
in this case it would be inexplicable, why, at a much 
later period, they were ascribed to John the presby- 
ter than to the Apostle St. John. 

* I suspect that there is here a misprint : for in 1 Cor. vi. 9, 
there is indeed nothing to shew that St. Paul had to endure 
much from ambitious men. Wd probably ought to read 1 Cor. 
iz. 6, sqq. ; the earlier part of the ninth chapter shews, that by 
a party at Corinth, many of St. PauPs apostolic privileges 
were disputed. It is even possible that the intended quota- 
tion, is 1 Cor. ir. 9, sqq — Transl. 

'^ See Hammond against Grofeius, in the Pre&ee to the 2d 
£pi8tle. 
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CHAPTER SECOND. 

OF THE SXXfXn) Ku^tOy TO WHOM THE SECOND, AND 
OF Td'iOgf TO WHOM THE THIRD EPISTLE IS WBIT- 
TEN. 

/. Of the JxXfxrjj Ku^/a in the former JEpistle, 

Even the ancients differed in opinion respecting 
this lady.'* Some believed, that here was meant 
some Christian matron or other, whose name was 
either 'ExXsxnj or Ky^/a." But others,^* either be- 
cause they found it unbecoming that the Apostle 
should write to a lady,'* or, perhaps, in order to 
make this epistle of more importance, and more fit 
to appear in the collection of Catholic epistles, main- 
tained, (being favoured at least, although not war- 
ranted, by comparing with 1 Pet. v. 13,'* that St. 

^' See SchoL MattMi, p. 232, and CEcumenius on this pas- 
sage. 

^ This opinion we find in the ^oBt^st of the 2nd Epistle in 
MatthSi, p. 150, also in the Synops. Script. S. and in (Ecu- 
menius on this passage. 

^ iiee Clemens in the Adumbrat., where we read : significat 
autem electionem Eodesin Sanctae. 8t. Jerome, £p. XI. ad 
Ageruchiam. The SchoL MatthUi, p. 161, on ver. 1, and 
Gassiodorus on £p. ii. 

'^ Here may be mentioned the Apologetical remark of (Ecu- 
raenius : Ilfit it ytnm»a y^u/^mv wt^rnv wk* ^^urrtSkmr^, Sri U 

** How could Clemens, in the Adumbrations, say : " Scripts 
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John, by this appellation, denotes some particular 
congregation, which is not more precisely designated, 
or the Christian church in general.)^? The last opi- 
nion, fanciful and untenable as it is, and manifestly 
an offspring of the allegorical interpretation of the 
ancients^ has still, amongst modem authors, met 
with many friends and protectors,^^ who partly have 
gone even further than its inventors, the ancients. 
It is believed, that, because it is in every way diffi- 
cult, more precisely to determine the name of the 
Christian matron ; — because, ver. 5, xa/ vvvi^atru js, 
xu^ioy — ha oLyoLvuifAiv dX>.^Xou;, is liable to be misun- 
derstood by scoffers, and seems to offend against de- 
corum ; — and because it cannot well be conceived how 
a mere note to an individual Christian matron could 
have been received into the collection of Catholic 
epistles ; it would be much more reasonable to sup- 
pose, that the epistle either was addressed to the 
Christian church generally, or, being too brief, and 
too individual for such a purpose, to a particular 
Christian congregation, perhaps to the congregation 

est — ^ quandam Babyloniam Electam nomine," unless he 
alluded to 1 Pet. v. 13 ? 

^7 The latter is maintained by St. Jerome, the former by 
Cassiodorus, who says : Joannes Senior, quoniam aetate pro- 
vectus, elects Dominae scribit Ecdesie, filiisque ejus, quos sacro 
fonte genuerat., cfr. the SchoL Matth^. 

3* See Wolfii Cur. on 2 Epist. ver. 1, where the ancient lite- 
rary sources of this opinion are enumerated. Among modem 
authors, J. D. Miohaelis, in his Introduction to the New Tes- 
tament, and Dr. Augusti on the Catholic Epistles, Vol. II. p. 
202, have declared in its favour. 
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of Philadelpliia,'^ or of Jerusalem, which was direet- 
ly founded by the Lord himself;*^ or to any other 
Christian congregation not named, which regularly 
used to- assemble on Sundays.^ ^ 

The only thing which might seem, in some degree, 
to excuse or justify this view, is the supposed diffi- 
culty of satisfactorily accounting for the reception of 
a private letter to an individual, into the collection 
of the Catholic epistles. The third too, is addressed 
to an individual, yet no man ever thought of making 
a (Congregation of Caius. But it is altogether very 
doubtful what the ancients meant by a Catholic 
epistle, at the time when the Catholic epistles were 
first collected. If they meant by that term circuiars, 
the reception of our epistle among the Catholic 
epistles wouM not at all be explained, by supposing 
it to be addressed to one particular congregation ; in 
this case, we would rather have to suppose that it 
was addressed to several congregations jointly, or to 
the whole Christian church generally: but, such a 
supposition is entirely repugnant to the superscrip- 
tion, as well as also to ver. 12 and 13. If, by the 
term Catholic epistles, are understood all geiiuine 

'"^ This is Whistoii's opinion. 

^ Therefore *' Kv^iet :*' the opinion of Dr. Avgusti and 
others. 

*^ By U*Xfir/« Mu^itt, were, according to Suidas, understood 
popular assemblies, which were kept regularly. On this J. 
D. Michaelis, in the above-mentioned place, founds the most 
untenable of all conjectures. He himself observes against it, 
that KufU thus alone, and without IxxXtivim nowhere dse is 
found to be used in this sense. 
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iqpostolical letters, St Paul's (6 a^oirroXog) only ex> 
c^ed, the above-mentioned difficulty b entirely re- 
moved. But, even in the ether case, — if the ancients 
originally called only such epistles Catholic, as real- 
ly were encyclical (circulars.) — ^we have only to bear 
in mind, that in several churches, the secpnd as well 
as the third epistle, was not at first ioeorporated in 
the collection of Catholic epistles, and that, where 
they were, soona* or lat^, received into that collec- 
tion, this may have been done, either because they 
were considered as integrant appendices or accom- 
paniments to the first epistle, or because no mere 
suitable place in the canon could be found for their 
canonical preservation, than the place beside the first 
epistle, which arrangement, as they were so brief, 
did not in the least alter the original signification of 
the term Catholic epistles. 

If thus the supposed difficulty arising from the 
reception of our epistle in the collection of Catholic 
epistles can, in every case, be satisfactorily removed : 
the hypothesis, that IxX&xri) xvoia denotes either the 
whole Christian church, or a particular congregation, 
-fiiils spontaneously to the ground. This hypothesis 
can never have the smallest claim to a philological 
justification, since no rational ground can be ima- 
gined why St. John, contrary to the usus loquendi^ 
and contrary to all apostolic usage, should have de- 
signated the church generally, or a particular con- 
gregation and its members, in a manner so mystical 
and so allegorical. It would be vain to seek in the 
entire Apostolical and Apocryphal literature for an 
example bearing any resemblance to the case here 
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supposed. An epistle to a whole congregation, not 
to mention the entire Christian church, would also, 
no doubt, have been more extensiye and copious. 

If then, in every case, by IxX. xu^. a single indivi- 
dual must be understood : the next question will be^ 
what was the name of this Christian lady, who was 
St. John's friend, probably a widow of advanced age, 
and a mother of several Christian children (apparent- 
ly sons, oD^, ver. 1,)^^ — was her name '£xXsxrn or 
Kv^sa ? 

Her name cannot have been 'ExXsxri?, as is sap- 
posed by Grotius, Wetstein and others. This ia re- 
pugnant, partly to the collocation of the words, (in 
this case the Apoltle would have written either r^ 
xu^/(f 'ExXsxf^, or *Exkfxrfi rjj xu0/<jp), — partly to ver. 
13, where the sister of this lady is called sxXsxVii, and 
clearly in no other sense than that in which St. Paul, 
Rom. xvi. 13, does so style Rufus, t. e. with reference 
to the divine « x X o 7 1) — and lastly, as it seems, also to 
the emphatic address K u^/a, in ver. 5. Neither does 
'ExXsxn) appear to have been a usual woman's name, at 
least in the Apostolic age, even because this word, 
like ay tog and other such, was a more general desig- 
nation for all Christians.^^ 

Kugia as a woman's name, not being unusual in this 
age,^^ it is much more probable, that this Christian 

*^ Becaaae these rixMc were supposed to be daughters, the su* 
perscription ad virgines, wfis TafB-ivwt, was given to the epistle. 

*^ Electua is to be found as a man's name. Herodian Lib I. 
Tzetzes Chil. VI. Hist. 55. 

** See Corp. Inscript. Gruter. p. 1127, Num. XI; <l»^(«»inr«f 
xci n yinh »vTtS Ku^ia. cfr. Lexicon Hagiologic. Lips. 1719» pw 
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woman was called Kuo/a.*^ If St. John had been a 

9 

strict classic author, we undoubtedly would, in this 
case, have required that he should have written 
Kuoicc rfi sxXsxr^, cfr. ver. 13, and Rom. xvi. 13, in 
which latter place, however, the expression sv Kvoltft^ 
which follows after ixXsxr^v, seems to have rendered 
it necessary that the proper name should be placed 
before it. But St. John is not a classic, and the pre- 
location of sxXiTcrfi is satisfactorily accounted for, 
partly by the omission of the article, and partly by 
the usage of the adjective ixX. which probably, at that 
time, had lost much of its emphasis.^^* 

There is in no case any reason to adopt the opinion 

448, where we find two female martyrs of this name. Inscript 
Florent ed. Gorius, p. 63, num. 173, where we find Cyria 
(Curia) Felicula, which Felicula also occurs in junction with 
other proper names, for example with Claudia Aemilia, &c. 
Symmachus Lib. V. ep. 76, and Lib. X. ep. 45, 46, where we 
find Cyriades. Ku^t^t^ as a man's name, is not uncommon : 
cfr. Heumann Poecile de Cyria Joannis, Tom. II. p. 421, 
sqq. Tom. III. p. 14, sqq. 

*^ This opinion is held by Heumann, Bengel, Carpzov and 
others. 

^^ See 1 Pet. i. 1, where we read Hir^^t »iti^T«Xcg'l. X. 

* The words of the text *' in 4er damahU vieUeicht schon 
wenig mehr accentuirten Gehratichlichkeit des Beyworts Ux," I 
have expressed : ** which probably, at that time, had lost much 
of its emphasis," by which undoubtedly is meant that Christians 
§S f»Xc»r0i, had, at that time, become so numerous, that the ad- 
jective Ux. had lost much of that emphasis which it naturally 
had while the Christians were but few, and when a Christian or 
an elect was in the world considered as a byword. — TransL 
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of Ritmeier and Wolf: that both JxX. and xuf^ are 
appellative nouns, and that the lady is not at all 
mentioned by name. This would be repugnant to 
the analogy of the third epistle, and to the epistolary 
style of the ancients. 

But whether Ku^/o, perhaps, was a deaconess or 
not ; where she lived in Asia Minor ? Such and si- 
milar questions may, no doubt, be made. But who 
can answer them? 

2. Of Td'iogy to whom the third epistle is written. 

Besides the one mentioned in our passage, there 
are three Caiuses mentioned in the New Testament: 
Caius of Corinthj'Rom. xvi. 23 ; 1 Cor. i. 14: Caius 
a Macedonian, Acts xix. 29, and Caius of Derbe, ' 
Acts XX. 4. If any of these is our Caius, it can only 
be the last.*'' But, as the name of Caius was every- 
where very common, and the persons of the Johan- 
neic age must have been, partly, quite different from 
those who were St. Paul's companions, oiir Caius 
may be altogether a different person from any of 
these. He seems, however, to have been a dis- 
tinguished man in his congregation, but it cannot be 
determined whether he held any ecclesiastical office, 
or where he held any such. At all events, he lived in a 
different community from that of Kuota. If both had 
resided in the same place, it would be inexplicable 
that there is not any material reference from the one 
of these letters to the other. 

*' Wolfii, Cura on 3 John 1- 
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CHAPTER III. 

OF THE OCCASION AND OBJECT OF THESE TWO 
EFlSTLESy AND WHEN AND WHERE THEY WERE 
COMPOSED. 

If both these epistles were, as some authors sup- 
pose/^ accompanying and dedicatory missives, sent 
along with the first epistle and the gospei : this ob- 
ject would have been more precisely e:qpressed, and 
these two works would, in some way or odier, have 
been therein raentkHied, azkd, indeed, designated 
more distinctly. But this is not the case. Not the 
r^notest reference to the gospel can be found any- 
where. In the second epistle we fiiid again certmn 
leading ideas oi the first, for example in ver. 5, 6 and 
7, but without any reference whatever to that epistle. 
St. John i^pears to presuppose only an earlier oral 
ixistruction. If the second epistle only was an ac- 
companying epislie sent along with the first, what 
was the use of repeating in the former certain lead- 
ing ideas of the latter ? In this case, too, the precept, 
ver. 9 — ii, in which there is nothing personal, 
would, with m<M*e propriety, have been put into the 
first, which, at all events, was the principal epistle. 
Ver. 12 is also repugnant to this opinion. An epistle 

** See Kleucker Ueher den Urspr. und Zweck der A post. 
Br. (On the Origin and Object of tlie Apostol»c E|kistles), p. 
324, sqq. and other authors. 

Y 
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to the congregation in which Cains lived is mention- 
ed, 3 John 9. But there is a question^ whether St. 
John really had written* this epistle to thexrongrega- 
tion, or only intended to write it^ if Diotrephes were 
less refractory than he was. Even, in the former 
case, our First Epistle of St. John eannofc be meant, 
inasmuch as that epistle is not addressed to a parti- 
cular congregation, and contains nothing oi what the 
missive here alluded to must, according to 3 John 10, 
have contained. 

These two epistles, the seeoad and the thurd^ evi- 
dently are mutually independei^ and also indepen- 
dent of, and unconnected with, the first epistle: they 
are private missives, having reference to two diffe- 
rent congregations. 

The occasion and object of the Second EpMe^ are 
contained in the personal reiatioBS of St. John to 
Kyria and her children, which personal relations here 
are but imperfectly alluded to. It seems that St 
John had at this time an opportunity to write to his 
friend. But, as he expected soon to have a personal 
interview, he writes briefly, and only what was most 
necessary, not for the purpose of annonneing his 
arrival — this he does only incidentally in the con- 
clusion — but particularly in order to congratulate his 
friend on account of the truly Christian conduct of 



* The author seems, in the oommentarv, to have justly de- 
cided that the Apostle had really written such an epistle. In> 
deed this cannot be doubted: Xy^m^m seems here quite de- 
cisive : ty^^a ap would le too classical, and too Attic for St. 
John*s style. — Transh 
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her sons, which he had, in all probability, but lately 
had the satisfaction of obsenring. Yet, at the same 
time, he exhorts her faithfully to abide in the Chris- 
tian truth and love, and ev^ more and more strictly 
to separate firom herself, and keep at a distance, every 
thing iantichristkin ; not as if Kyria were in this latter 
respect imprudent, or in any way implicated in anti 
christian errors, but evidently because he wished to 
preserve his friend from every possible injury, and 
because he would not allow any opportunity to pass 
by, without pointing out, at dl times, the necessity 
of the xoiffigk If Kyria was a- distinguished lady in 
her congregation, it is easily explained! why, particu- 
larly to her, (cfr. 1 Tim. v. 10), St. John should give 
the precept of refusing Christian hospitality to anti- 
christian heretics. 

The Third EpisUe^ if we may judge by ver. 6, seems 
to be a letter t^' iniredticHon for travelling Christians. 
Perhaps this, was the most direct occasion and object 
of this letter. At the same time, it appears to be 
St. John's intention to commend Caius for the kind- 
ness and. friendship which he had at some former 
period shewn to travelling brethren. Caius was, as 
already has be^i observed, in all probability a dis- 
tinguished man in that congregation in which Dio- 
trephes, the ruler, had shewn unkindness to strangers, 
and refractoriness to the Apostle. It is not clear, 
whether Demetrius, ver. 12, was amongst those tra- 
vellers whom St. John recommends to Caius, or 
whether he perhaps was the bearer of the letter ; but 
this is, at all events, more probable, than that he was 
resident in Caius's congregation. Because St John 
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expected to see Cains very soony this letter is also 
very brief and only allusive. 

Impossible, as it is, ynik any degree of probabilky, 
to determine where Kyria aad where Caius lived, 
it is equally impossible to say with any certainty^ 
from what place Si. John wrote either to the one orio 
the other. If Ephesus was at this time the Apostle's 
ordinary pkee of residence ; and if 2 John 12, as 
well as S John 14, has a reference to an intended 
Apostolical visitation, it is most probable that both 
epistles were written at Ephesus, and tb»t the congre- 
gation in which Kyria and Caius resided, were in 
Asia Minor — that they belonged to St. John's circle 
of congregations — and that the Aposde used to visit 
them from Ephesus.^^ Hug's ofunion: that botii 
these letters were written in Patmos, and seat to 
Ephesus, has already above been coafuted.^^ 

The time when tkese two £pistles were written is un- 
decided, and must remain undecided. St. John can 
no more have written these in exile than the first ; 
2 John 12, and 3 John 13, prove mthang.^^ Both 
are probably written about the same period, shwtly 
before the Apostle set out on a journey ; but perhaps 
the third is written somewhat later than the second ; 
since 3 John 14, the Apostle writes : iXvi^m ti^ius 
iiiiif ct' but 2 John 12, only: iX'^i^ta iX^c^ icghQ iifiag. 
St. John's age was much advanced when he wrote 
these letters, but what more can be said ? The episdes 

*^ Such a visitation, undertaken by St. John from Ephenu, 
is mentioned by Eusebius, Xiist. Lccl. HI. 23. 
^ See Introduction to the Fii-st Kpistle. 
5^ Ibid. 
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themselves contain no hint by which the time could 
be determined. It is difficult to say whether both 
are written hefore^^ or after the first epistle. Yet the 
latter is more probable, because the second epistle 
seems to presuppose a fuller information respecting 
heretics, like that which indeed had been communi- 
cated in the first epistle ; but an explicit reference 
to that epistle was not necessary. The intended 
journey, however, and the less senile tone and style 
which some authors imagine they have observed in 
the second and third epistle, does in no case afford 
any ground for believing that they are written earlier 
than the first epistle. It is utterly unknown how 
long and how laborious the journey was, and also 
that St. John may not, even in a highly advanced 
age, bave undertaken such journeys ;*' neither can the 
supposed difference between the more vigorous and 
the more senile tone and style at all be proved.** 

^* This 18 maintained by liknge and Eichhorn. 
^ Wescefram £useb. Hi^t. Kod. III. 23, that St. John, 
even iu old ag<^ undertook lopg and laborious journeys. 
^ See Introduction to the First Epistle, 
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S£CQin> EPISTUa. 

The enlarged superscription and salutation ver. I — 3, 
may be compared with those of the Epistles to the 
Romans, Galatians and Titus. 

By ToTg rsxvioi, ver. 1, on account of the subsequent 
o6g, cfr. ver. 4, in all probability onfy sons are to be 
understood. Carpzov maintains the contrary ; but the 
passage, Matth. xxviii. 29 ; Acts xv. 17 ; Gal. iii. 16 ; 
Gen. iii. 15, to which Carpzov appeals, prove nothing. 
The words aya^w h akTi^iio^ cfr. with 1 John iii. 18. 
OEcumenius says: "iS.dTt yo.^ xai Imirkacr^i dya^v 
(fT6fJMTu * UavTsg c/ gyvaxdrtg tt^v aXij^siav, t. e. all the 
Christians (here, who know Kyria's sons.) 

Ver. 2. Carpzov joins the words 3/A njv aTJi^siat 
— with ver. 3, which construction scarcely affords 
any, not to mention a fit and convenient sense ; the 
Apostles also use to put their salutations as free and in- 
dependent propositions, exactly as here would be the 
case if ver. 3 is considered as unconnected with ver. 2, 
cfr. all the salutations in the Epistles of St. Paul and St 
Peter. Construction and context render it imperative, 
directly to join ver. 2 to ver. I, and indeed after such 

• For there is also a feigned love->a love of the mouth. 
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a manner, that diA n$v aTJi^uav^ is referred to cvg ryu 
ayoLTut — xai oux iy^ fibotogf iWa xa^ ^raim^.— Only 

the parenthesis of the words : (xoi ov r^v aX^- 

'^stavj) ver. 1, which has become fashionable in mo- 
dem editions, must be omitted, it renders the re- 
ference less clear, and is not altogether accurate, 
since verse 2 refers not merely to syoj but also to 
^dvTsg. This is St. John's meaning : << I and all the 
Christians (here) on account of the truth abiding in 
us, love thy children (who walk in the Christian truth, 
cfr. ver. 4.)" The communion of Christian truth, but 
particularly constancy in the faith, is a cogent motive 
for Christian brotherly-love. The idea would be 
simpler if instead of fisvo'jirav we were to read .with 
Cod. A. hotKouaav, or outfav : but fj^evovcav, which is sup- 
ported by all authorities, is more pregnant and more 
in St. John's spirit. St. John puts iv iifiTv and a&e^* 
7}fLm communicatively with reference to wavre^, ver. 1. 
The word fMrnxtisay leads to the wish : xa/ /o-g^' rifiMv hrat 
iig rhv a/uval — as if the Apostle had written ri fisvn 
instead of /isvo-jaav^ he continues : xa/, not {. This is a 
mere carelessness in the constfuction, as in Rev. i. 
5, 6, and not a Hebraism, through which xa/ some- 
times is used, or seems to be used instead of rela- 
tive.^ Mg^' fifiuv is here put instead of sv r\fiTv — the 
more enlarged relation instead of the more restricted. 

* The instances mentioned by Wahl and Bretschneider are 
of another kind than ours : neither is it necessary in all of them 
to consider xeu as a relative. [But the instance given by Dr. 
Liicke himself, from Rev. i. 5, 6, is very clear indeed. It is 
the »ei) in the beginning of verse 6 which here is meant. — 
TransL] 
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In ordinary Greek epistolary style, xou^uf would 
be put in the conclusion of ver. % - See James i. 1. 
But instead of this secular salutation, we find here» 
ver. 3, the oommmi apostolic salntatioii. ^- The for- 
mula here used does most resemble that-used by St. 
Pauly.particiidarly in his pastoral epis<to, -the latter 
only is shorter; neitiier does S4. Paul ever write 
thus explicitly itrrat ' /u.e^* \f(itw^ and instead of ««^, 
which we find here, he writes itth ; the expression 
rou ttioS TtSj 'Vargog is also peculiar to St. John. The 
mutual relation between p^af^ and cXsog is this: 
that t\»og expresses the special manifestation of the 
;^a^/; in the atonement through Christ. The conse- 
quence of it, the gift of (rod's merciful grace, is ihe 
Christian s/^^. Kvf/ou which is omitted in several im- 
portant authorities, seems not to be Johanneic, and ap- 

^ It is cuftomary in the apostolifial svpenoriptio^s of vpiMles 
to supply the ;^«M^tiv^( which belongs to worldly, epistolnry style,) 
before the apostolic salutation. But surely it is more correct 
to say, that the apostolic salutation is put instead of ;^«uif>i» or 
ivfr^arruK. [This undoubtedly is true, but in the apostolic 
salutation itself we ought to disdnguish between what is strictly 
apostolic and what is only oriental : 'E^riu foB' iftSv xm^s, 
i> i«f li^ifMf ir»^ Bud, or as St. Paul usually expresses it, mwi 
Qtov is only oriental, and by no means exclusively apostolic ; 
but the addition — 9r»T^tg, tttti r«^« xv^iw 'I«#«0 X^trrtwt was 
first introduced by the Apostles. The concluding salutation 
Ei^ifyff 9M which our author observes, is put instead of the worldly 
or secular ^jp/w^, is only oriental. — TransL"] 

^ As to the imperative term both here and in verse 2, see 
Winer's Oramm., p. 97. 3. 

* Cod. A. and Syr. P. omit these words here; bat the analogy 
of St Paul's salutation formula is manifestly the cause of this. 
'T/jMf is the only reading here admissible. 



SECOND Ain> THE THIBD EFI9TLE. 329 

peare to be boiToved fitmi St-Paal's formulas of saluta- 
tion. (£cinneiiiu8 observes : * Ev d>,i}ds/(f smpi^u xai dyd- 

ayoLvn^, More oorreetly and with more perspicuity 
Grotius refers ir iiXv^, xai aydvrto the words : e^ra/ 
^E^* v/aHv : per coguitiosem veri et dileetionem mu- 
tuam ; nam per haec in nos Dei beneficia provoca- 
miis, conservamus, augemus. 

Ver. 4. Declares the epistle's most immediate 
mo^iye. '£» rStv rixytav — either some oidy of Kyria's 
(^ildren were Christians, or St. John had become 
acquainted only with some of his friend's children, 
all of whom were Christians. Ver. L favours the 
latter opinion : xttiroTa rtxm^ tturiiif oug. — St. John 
does not merely praise them for being Christians, 
but also for walking in the truth, and living in con- 
formity with the love-commandment : xa^of^, &c., 
accordingly must be considered as a more precise 
limitation of crg^/v. h aXi}^. The JvroX^ is more ac- 
curately stated, ver. 5 and 6, cfr. 1 John iii. 16 ; iv* 
21 ; V. 8. To^d roD 'rrar^hg — revealed through Christ, 
and not as CBcumenius says : var^a rhi X^Ktrov 
xaXsTy i<snl xai irctT7}o hrt r£v dtd TTJg cixovofiiag aurp 

Ver. 5. The entreaty (hcaru, cfr. John iv. 31. 1 
John V. 16), to xvfih : ha ^ya^Z/Mv dXk^Xovg, does 
not imply that the mother was less Christian in her 
life and conduct than her sons. This exhortation 
does not cease to be necessary, even to the most 
charitable. And it seems manifest from ver. 8, that 
here the children were also exhorted. The words 
oifX ^* syroX^v xai^nv — cfr. with 1 John ii. 7, 8. Koe/vi) 
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and a<r £f%??, are here to be taken in the same sense 
as in that place. But there the i)frdkfi was the imita- 
tion of Jesus, the walking in the light ; here it is 
brotheriy-love ; but these are essentially identical. 
CEcumenius says, respecting the paraenetic point of 
the parenthesis : oh^ ug — acr oo^g : wj ra'i'g r^h^ 

ex rou m^fi<rai xar avra, aXX' oh ^sv/^outf/ xai biasxCkniCy 
Iv drroxfa/firat rjD dyj^si r?g sy^it»v}ff6ug. 

Ver. 6. here cfr. 1 John v. 3 ; ii. 5. John xiv. 21. 
'Aydirrj here denotes Christian love simply, of which 
the basis is the love to God, and whose essential 
manifestation is love to the brethren. Avrri sffrtv n 
svro},fi (the sum total of God*s commandments is this.) 
Koi^ojg — ao-' af%?^ refers to the subsequent lux. iv 
ai/rfi (viz. dyaTri) rgo/;rar?rg, which is the substance 
of the sfToXr,, cfr. ver. 5. Some authors refer h aurfi 
to ivroKii. But St. John never uses to say : frEoitr. 
iv rfi ivrokfi, but xard rag svroXdg and 'jnotT. h he con- 
strues with dXfi^e/c^ ^uri, exorsiy and other similar 
expressions. The same does also St. Paul, cfr. Rom. 
vi. 4. 2 Cor. iv. 2 ; x. 3, and other places. Moreover, 
\£ Bv avTJi were referred to alinj g<rr/i' 15 iifroXr,y the 
proposition would be as insignificant as well can be 
ima^ned. 

Ver. 7. here cfr. 1 John iv. 1 — 3. Some authors 
consider or/ croXXo/ as an aitiological prodosis to the 
subsequent jBXi'nTs lavrovg ver. 8. But this is too 
periodical for St. John's style ; the parenthesis : oZrCg 
iffrjv — is also repugnant to it, for thereby the conse- 
quent would be too much separated from the antece- 
dent, and this is altogether incompatible with the 
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simplicity of St. John's writing. Bengel observes 
very justly : or/. Ratio, cur jubeat retinere audita a 
principio, ver. 5, 6. CEcumenius takes up the con- 
text in the same manner. Cfr. 1 John ii. 18, where 
there is a similar concatenation of ideas. Instead of 
Uff^jT^ov eig rhv xi^fiwy some authorities read i^^X^ov, 
which indeed may have been borrowed from 1 John 
iv. 1, but seems to be more Johanneic. Even CEcum- 
menius started at i^ifiivav h aa^xi instead of s^Xu^ora 
1 John iv. 2. The former expression he referred to 
rri¥ ^ivri^av tov Ku^/ou ira^cv^IaVf but that opinion surely 
no man will adopt. *Ep^o/mvov is much more reason- 
ably accounted for by St. John's frequent usage of 
the present tense, instead of the preterite or imper- 
fect, cfr. 1 John i. 5 ; iv. 17. St. John does here 
put as present the historical manifestation of Christ. 
It also may be said, that h'^6fLsvov expresses the 
negation of the heretics more strongly and absolutely, 
inasmuch as they did not only deny the historical 
fact of Christ's manifestation in the flesh, but 
also its possibility. In this case, the propo- 
sition ought to be rendered thus: who will not 
admit that Jesus Christ doeth appear (s. e, that 
he can at all appear) in the flesh. This explanation, 
however, I think is too far-fetched. On oSrog s<fTtVy 
CEcumenius observes : irfo<nM}raKovffrm rouro/^, ilg svri" 

Ver. H« /^Xi^rirs iaurovg here cfr. Mark xiii. 9, and 
as to the construction of /vo, cfr. 1 Cor^xvi. 10. In- 
stead of a^oXfitfbv^6»^H— s/f^a^o^^a — a/ro>M.fi(Afj.ty seve- 
ral authorities have the second person plur. But St. 
John has a predilection for the figure of communica- 
tion, see ver. 4 and 6, and it is not unlikely that 
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/SXf^rfTi might occasion the coirectioii. With tif^a* 
cafLs^tL, cfr. John vL 27. It Te&rs to the loy^v rq£ 
rrigrsug and the no'^ng r^( d^^otsn];) 1 Thess. i. 3. The 
fkt<^hi 'rr'Kr^f^ is the iotn aJ(*tvui^ cfr. 1 John v* 12. 

Ver. 9, cfr. 1 John iL 23^ 24^ The Christian 
dtda^n is by St. John conceived to be an irre^ji* and 
thence 6 «w^a/3a/Mins viz. rifif dt^^ii¥y not ix ric &dap^q^ 
efr. Matth. xv. 2^ 3. &6hv (viz. ^f^y aXjg^irav, 1 John 
V. 20X oux V/j^ cfr. 1 John v. 12 ; ii. 23. 

Ver. 10, 11. £7 ng — ov ^s^ is a periphrasis of the 
crXavoi, ver. 7. They are not to receive such an one 
hospitably in their house, nay, not even to greet him. 
This iNX)hibition.is thus to be acoounted fbr : that, 
as always is the case, in times of great and vital con- 
tests, so also hospitality and salutation were, in the 
apostolic age, £all of expression and signs of the 
Christian communion of faith and of brotherly- 
love. It would have been harsh if St. John had 
commanded to refuse salutation and hospitality to 
heathens and Jews. But he clearly speaks of here- 
tics who, as Christians, claimed an hospitable recep- 
tion and fraternal salutation. To refuse it to these 
was enjoined by the xfiV/$, which, considering the 
increasing amalgamations of Christian and antichris- 
tian elements, ev^r became more and more necessary, 
and, according to which, no otyd^ and no xoivwlct 
could exist, if it was not based upon the common con- 
fession of unadulterated truth. Without this xmtg, 

9 

which outwcirdly too, must, of necessity, have mani- 
fested itself more or less, Christianity could scarcely 
have been preserved in its purity, and would, no 

^ Clem. Adumbrat : in intellectu peroeptibiliter. Didymui 
«nd (Ecumenius explain txM from John xiv. 23. 
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doubt, very soon hare become a medley of Christian 
and antichristian elements. Ver. 11 contains the 
ground of the prohibition. Tbe Christian %a/fE/y> 
(cfr. J^nes i. 1), was, according to St. John, not to 
be an enapty saltttatioa of words and tongae, <s(t, iii. 
18, but an eaiiression of the perfeet xx>ivoima,^ <£c««- 
meaius says: *Ax^ifi»g rvwra }Ayuv^ w; rij; vfoso^oi^ 

fikfv9ig, Tm yw^ X'^f^ s\t^4fjLs^ Akk* ^ roT; ipAr^ocnti 
X43ti ofAorrtwrmg ; And, therefiHre, xmwtTroTg tfywg airr^v 
roii vrofff^^ (viz. is the adulteration of the didax^ r»v 

y^r. rS. ifidicaites that this epistle was not trans* 
mitted along with the more prolix first epistle. St. 
John concludes' his epistolary instruction : he hopes 
to come himself, xai 6T&fiM v^hg xtropm XaX^tra/, (coram 
loqui, efir. Num. xii. 8 ; Jer. xxxii. 4, nJD h'Sf ns i 
the classical ex^irassion eix^fiu «r]^ crofiM, refers to the 
kiss)*^ As to the : ha 99 x^^ ip^h ip<^ '^^ joy of meet- 
ing again^ but joy aivsiag from the ChriMian com- 
muBion), jj vsrXii^ufikvriy cfr. 1 Joflin i, 4. 

The precise circumstasices of Kyria's Christian 
(^sxKtKrn) sister, as weH as tbose of her chikLfen, ver. 
13, are entirely unknown. It only appears that the 
latter^ at the time when iMs epistle was written, re- 
sided at the same place as St. John. 

^' Cfr. Arrian III. 22, and Lamprid. Alex. Sev. 18. Thi» 
Emperor nisi Ironestds eft bons 'fiunse homines ad salutationem 
non admisit, cfr. cap. 25. 

^ For Archeological notices rela^ve to this, see in Hug's In- 
troduction to the New Testament, Vol. I. p. 93, 94. 

^ Xenoph. Memorab. II. 6. 32. 
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The wish, ver. % is here made use of instead of 
the salutation^ 2 John iii. llt§i vdrrwv is, by Beza^ re* 
ferred to suxo/aou^ and taken in the sense of 9r^o> mv- 
rm. This construction, undoubtedly, is the most nar 
tural, and this meaning the most suitable. But how 
can ^i cravrA^v be justified, being used in the sense 
of ir»h mvruv ? Used in this sense, it does not any- 
where else occur, either in the New Testament or 
in the Septuagint. Beza appeals to Homer's usage : 
II. I. 287, 'AXX' od* &vfi^ ^iXg/ ^s^i vdvrm efitfjLsmi cHX- 
\u¥, cfr. ii. 831 ; v. 325. But, it may be doubted 
whether this Homeric usage ever was adopted by 
prose writers. It seems, that in Attic prose, it is 
not recognized.^ But the xo/vi), (the Comm. dial.) 
which frequently did introduce into prose, phrases that 
only had been used by the most anpient poets, might 
have received it. Dionysius of Halicarnassus uses 
moi 'ra¥Tw, in one place at least, (Lib. VI. p. 375, 
line 36,) exactly in the same sense as Homer, Xo%a- 
yo{ig rt tTtaous xai irt^i ica^r^v &^^(^¥Ta rw 2ix/iv/ov 
•jvidtt^avnQ. Another passage, (Lib. VI. p. 384, Hne 
35,) is more doubtful: oi dt d^tn'ox^arot ^s^i cravro; 
deXovrg^, /lil xivtTff^ai sx rov var^tou XD<ffjMV rriv ToX/rs/av.'^ 
At all events, therefore, the Homeric usage of vs^i 

' Steph. Thesaur, under n^}. 

'^ Another passage in Dionysius, which is pointed out hy 
Reiske in the Index to his edition, Rhetor, p. 310. 2. is a 
quotation from Homer. 
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^dtrm was not unknown, although rare, in the com- 
mon dialect. But, such being the case, its occur- 
rence in the dialect of the New Testament is still less 
surprising, and Piscator's conjecture, that the origi- 
nal reading was cr^& ^avr&^y, is, to say the least of it, 
unnecessary.** Other interpreters, to whom the 
philological justification of ^^/ 4ravra;y, being used in- 
stead of ir^h 'jrdvrwj appears impossible, take flrg|/ in 
its usual sense, and refer it to hodou^au Then this 
would be the sense : '* In all things, (in every re- 
spect,) I wish that thou mayest prosper, and be in 
health, even as thy soul prospereth.*' But, the very 
collocation of ^^t^I mtratv makes this interpretation 
liable to suspicion. It is also arbitrary to refer crs^/ 
crdvrojv only to tvodout^ai, and not to bymimv also ; 
but when it is referred to both, an extremely unclear 
meaning is produced. Finally, also, since the spiri- 
tual prosperity is particularly mentioned, mft 'xdvrm 
would be much limited, and have to be translated 
somewhat like this : <* In all other things." But 
the collocation which indicates, that '^ravrm is here 
used without any limitation, is again repugnant to 
this. 

Buodoutf^ftf, cfr. Rom. i. 10. 1 Cor. xvi. 2, is, both 
with regard to form and signification, also known to 
the classical authors.^^ Cfr. also 2 Chron. xiii. 12 ; 

" It would also be inconceivable, that the easier and more 
common reading r^ • viiyvwy, should h^ve been tnuuformed in- 
to the more difficult and rare ^i{t vrrnvrm, and thas entirely 
lost. 

*' Theoph. de cans, plant. V. 6. Herod. VI. p. 407. An- 
ton. VII. 7. 
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xviii. 11, and Testam. xii. Patr. p. 684. By utodtlu^ 
^oi, St. John more specially means vytaunttf^ for thb 
latter word is to be considered as an epexegetical 
parenthesis of the former. 

St. John is well assured of Cains' ^fsiritoal proepe* 
rity, (Christian conduct.)*' For, (ver. 3,) tntTvlling 
brethren, who, even at this time, had Yetmeii from 
Caius, and experienced his Christian charity, ('vier. 5, 
6,) had given a favourable account of Ms m^j^iiif — 
his true Christianity ; and St. John adds, for pevspi' 
cuity's sake, xa^aitf av h dXf^^ic^ ^i^rmrtTfy cfr. 2 
John 4. Maarv^'sTif tj\ akf^iiq^ dr. ver. 6 and IS, is 
here used as in John v. 33 ; iii. 26, cfr. Luke It* 22. 
Ko^chi is, instead of w^r, as in Acts xv. 14. Perhaps 
St. John h€ul also learned from the brethren, that 
Caius was in bad health, or subject to mvdti&rioas 
vexations, (cfr. ver. 10.) The wish of ver. 2 may 
have a reference to some such circumstances. 

Ver. 4. OBcumenins maintidns that the donUe 
comparative /xsi^^g^g, whidi occurs in the works of 
the poets, and of later prose writers,*^ has here a 
particular emphasis, and this is the more probable, 
since St. John everywhere else makes use of the 
simple comparative fiLsi^oAi. To supply jj before iva, 
is as inadmissible here as in John xv. 13 ; nx/rw is 
here put instead of the ^ Neither ncgoLjfiArm nor 
X^l^^ is to be supplied after rourwv, (which is instead 
of Taunii') but, as an indefinite pronoun, it refers to 

13 H^v^^ being, ebe •with St. John, for the most part, an ex* 
pression for animal life, is here used in the same sense as in 
Matth. z. 28, and 1 Pet. i. 9, 22. 

" Phrynich. Lob. p. 136. 
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im, — which more precisely determines it, cfr. John 
XT* 13. As to rd f/iuB TiX¥Uy dr. I John iL 1. 

Ver. 5. From commending Cuus's Christian ccm- 
duct m genera], St John passes oyer to his Christian 
ptXc^HOf hj which Caius distingui^ied himself in 
his cammnniiy. Ihitr^ wiutii; (rightly explained by 
CEeumenius : i^ot <rf tfroD Avdo^) : thou doest a Chris- 
tian action by whatsoever (<1 idyf^ thon doest (of 
good J towards the brethreD, and specially to strangers. 
*lRpyd^. t/^— cfr. Mattk. xxvi. 10, where we find the 
complete ptoue: sfyo¥ niz/JiV epyd^, g/^. — EJg roug 
a&Xf M^^ xai stg rcvg ^wfu^ is not to be resolved as ^V 
did bo97\r more correctly %ai iig roug §svm; may be con- 
sidered as an epexegetieal imposition to e/; rot); abiX- 
foitg. Ka/ is by an Hebraism similarly put, Matth. 
xxi. 5. John x. 12, cfr. 1 Sam. xxviii. 3. Psal. 
Ixviii. 10.« 

Ver.'€. Such travdUng brethren (oT) had publicly 
before the congregation (of Ephesns ?) given a fa- 
vourable account of Caius's fraternal love. These, 
eidier the same, o^ s/uM^rv^fiffuvy or some others, were 
now setting out on a journey to Caius. Recom- 
mending them to Caius, and exhorting him to shew 
again his Christian hospitality, St. John says : oug 
xet\ojg 'JTotTiffsti (not ^oi^ffag T^ofre/^^J/s/jy^^ which read- 
ing is, from conjecture, adopted by Cod. C. by Arm. 
and Vulg.) 9r^o^s/Ur>J>a; d'^iug. ro\j ^eou, wliieh is thus to 

^^ See Winer's Gramm. p. 95. 2, and 96. 3, note. 

*^ Gesenius's System, p. 845, note 5, y, 

^^ Then the sense would be : Whom you will, having treac- 
ed them kiudly, send further on their journey. Grotius aiad<f 
the conjecture ^om^cts TQo^ifA^aSf but without any good rea^oii. 

z . 
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be resolved : ou; ir^ovsfi'^g a^tug rov ^oZ xa^J^ 
voififfiti. The aorist particip. 7^o^s/it4^g is here put 
quite regularly .*8 

Xl^o^ifi/r. has here the same sense as in Tit. iii. 13, 
and 1 Cor. xvi. 11, meaning curare profecturos, I 
refer a^iug roD ^soD to v^wtifi^ag not to ^0117^/^9 as 
by this is denoted all that kindness and care and 
attention, which promotes that work ^ God, which 
the brethren are carrying on (ver. 7.) 

Ver. 7. Those who here are recommended, are 
more precisely characterized as missionaries. By 
the ovofLOy absolutely put, there can only be under- 
stood the name of God in a conteict like that before 
us ; this is also hinted by the lectio recepla, which 
puts avTou after hvofiiarog^ cfr. John xvii. 11, 12. They 
had started (e^^xBov, Acts xv. 40) for the sake of this 
name (We^), in order to propagate it ; and they had 
taken nothing (received no reward, Matth. xvii. 24) 
from the nations (the heathens, — ^vix.m is a reading 
which we find in important authorities, such as A. B. 
C. and others), to whom they preached the gospel. 
Such was the custom of the apostolical missionaries, 
cfr. 1 Cor. ix. 18. 2 Cor. xi. 7, sqq. ; xii. 16, sqq.; 
1 Thess. ii. 9, sqq. This is differently taken by Beza, 
Wolf, Carpzov, and Moms ; they refer d^ro rwv i%ait 
to i^n^ov, and thus explain the passage : Nam ejecti 
erant propter religionem ab extraneis, nihilque se- 
cum asportaverant (Carpzov). But to this is re- 
pugnant, more especially the present participle Xa/jfioi' 
¥ovrsg, and the collocation of the words dcrb rm JSv&D*. 
Moreover, if the Apostle had been speaking of m&k 

1* Buttmann's Oreek Gramin., p. 413, note 7. 
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who were persecuted and in exile, he would have ex- 
pressed such a circumstance more definitively and 
strongly. And finally, ver. 8, ha tsun^yoi ynojfis'^a rfj 
dKri^u'cf, agrees better with our explanation than with 
the last mentiondi 

Ver. 8. Now, we, says the Apostle, — we who lead 
a more quiet and less laborious life in the congrega- 
tions, — must readily receive such labourers of the 
Lord, and take care of them (a-roXa/^/Sa^g/v, for which 
some authorities read xm^'kafL^, (Ecumenius ob- 
serves, that this is here instead of dvuXocfLlSdvst^on, 
v^odk^s(^ai) in order to aid, thus indirectly at least, 
the propagation of the truth of the gospel. Thus 
St. John propounds to his friend the most exalted 
point of view from which his fiko^ivicx, can be con- 
sidered, and at the same time introduces what he had 
to say of Diotrophes, verse 9, 10. 

Verse 9, If aiv after syga-vj/a were an authentic 
reading, the Vulgate would be justified in translating 
scripsissem. If the context, from other reasons, ren- 
dered such a translation necessary, it might he said, 
that even with good authors, the aorist indicative is 
sometimes without the ay put conditionally* But ' 
what compels us here to suppose any such deviation 
from the rule ? Nothing 1 Nay, it is much more 
natural to suppose that the ambitious Diotrephes 
had, by his turbulent spirit, weakened in the congre- 
^tion the aut)iority and effect of an epistle already 
written and circulated, and that the Apostle com- 
plains of this, — than that St. John, from fear of 
Diotrephes as an influential man, had preferred, not 
at all to write such an epistle to the congregation. 
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If iyp, refers to ao epistle actually written^ it is quite 
as likely that it may have been lost, as that it should 
have been preserved. Among the Epistles of St 
John which we have, only the first could possibly be 
meant. ^^ But the epistle here alluded to, was ad- 
dressed to one particular congregation, — it seems to 
have been a mere letter of business, and to have re- 
ferred to an especial case of the Christian (ptXo^ivki. 
The first Epistle of St. John, on the contrary, is de- 
monstrably a circular, it is entirely didatic, and con- 
tains nothing that has a direct reference to Christian 
hospitality. It is therefore undoubted that the epistle 
in question has been lost. Probably it was an 
i'^nffToXri ^arartxfi to the congregation, for the benefit 
of the same travelling brethren, who, in our epistle, 
were privately introduced to Caius. Perhaps the 
letter to Caius was to secure an undoubted reception 
for the brethren, in case the epistle to the congrega- 
tion should fail, and Diotref^es, as St. John appre- 
hended, should prevent the congregation from shew- 
ing them any hospitality. But if the epistle to the 
congregation was a mere letter of introduction, with- 
out any didatic substance, the circumstance that it 
was lost, while the {urivate letter to Caius was pre- 
served, is easily accounted for. 

It is difficult to say what kind of person the in- 
fluential, ambitious, (ptXo^oojrsuoiv)^^ Diotrephes may 
have been in the congregation : whether a presbyter, 

*' Wolf Cur. on this passage. 

' " A word of rather modem formation. See Lobeck. Phryn. 
p. 566, Polyb. Fragm. 115, has ^iXote^it'rts. The Sdud. 
MatthUi, p. 162, i upatrd^ttv rk jr^*rTJi"«. 
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which is probable, or a deacon. He seems to hare 
beeD of that class, who rather wish to be lords than 
pastors of their coagregatioos, 1 Pet. t. 3. That he 
was a heretic cannot be proved. In this case, St. 
John would otherwise have chtuacteriied him and 
spoken of him with greater severity. What it was 
that brought this ambitious man to resist St. John's 
authority — to slight {oux (To5i;(irai " >i/itLi,) his en- 
treaties and recommendations, — nay, even to prate 
all manner of wicked nonsense against the Apostle 
(Xo'yw; ironifo/i; p^difflfir" i/*5;), — and how and in 
what manner he did all this — it is as impossible 
more precisely to determine, as how and why, not 
content with slighting and slandering the Apostle, 
he not only himself refused reception to the travel- 
ling brethren, but also hindered those of the con- 
gregation who would {8[)ii?j/ii«y; ") receive them, 
(^i^i&iy^iSai roi; a&iXp.) and even punished them 
by excluding them from the congregation, (U 
t-q£ ixxXfittiai EXjSaULff.) This last seems to indi- 

'" Only here in the New 'i'eilament. It occun ia Polybiui 
JD both Ihe lensea in which we find it here, verse 9 End lOi 
aain verse 9. in Lib. VI. 24-7; as iavenelO.in XXII. I. 
3, eft'. I Miicc. xii. B. 

'" Only bere in the New Testament, cfr. Xenoph. Anab. II'. 
1 . 26. St. Paul in 1 Tim. r. 13, bu fxi^,. (Ecumenius : 
Xiy- «■«•!(. flaufZt A/»Sr> i'ri ™r Xiiii^, imKtXtySt. 

>* Bii.xi^ini'c it not to be referred to the travelling bretUrea, 
but only to the memberi of the con(tregat1on, and the passage 
muBt be supplied after the manner which is sbewi] abave. 
Those Butburitiei which read lTiJi;t:i/iiii(V[ instead of QiuXi^iii- 
Mtt, did alio interpret Ibii paiiageaB we have done. 
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cate that Diotrepbes possessed a very great, and 
scarcely credible authority. At the sametime, it 
appears that the words cannot signify anything else. 
Carpzov takes sx^cx}J^si in a hiphilical * sense, and 
refers it to the travelling brethren, who were com- 
pelled by Diotrephes to leave the congregation and 
seek refuge in some other place. But Ix^S. £X rni 
sxxX. can scarcely signify any thing but exclusion 
from the congregation, cfr Luke vi. 22. 'ExjSaXXw 
too, could hardly be referred to any other word than 
Qou'kofji.ivoMc, Still the conciseness of the style and 
diction may excuse Carpzov's interpretation. The 
words : bia. roDro, lav £>wSw, uflro.avjjffw** aurou ra ifyoi^ 
a TonTi &c. seem to indicate this, that Diotrephes, 
probably before unaccustomed to apostolical autho- 
rity, would, from ambition, not recognize the superior 
episcopacy of the Apostle, who perhaps only a 

* Hiphilical sense. It is perhaps superfluous to remind our 
biblical readers that this term is taken from Hebrew Gram- 
mar. The grammatical character of the form or voice Hiphil 
is the short syllable Hi, prefixed to the root, and an attenuating 
Towel change in the root itself. As to the sense, the Hiphil 
form expresses, that another is caused to do an action ; it is an 

active form by depute. Thus of Tp9 (Pacad) visitavit, w© 
have in Hiphil: ^^pp^ (Hiphkid) fecit, vel effiscit ut alius 

visitaret. 1 he hiphilical sense of IxfieiXXu which CarpzoT 
supposes, would be very constrained indeed : it would be this : 
Diotrephes causes the travelling brethren to be cast out of the 
congregation. — TransL 

«^ See Tit. iii. 1 ; 1 Tim. ii. 14; it is equivalent to the Ger- 
man Vorhalten, [or the English to reprimand.] 
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short time before had entered on his office in the congre- 
gations of Asia Minor — and it may be that Diotrephes 
therefore required St. John's immediate personal 
presence and authority to teach him obedience. But 
it is also possible that Diotrephes might misunder- 
stand the prudential rule, which in this age was ne- 
cessary, and wliich St John, in 2 Epist. 10, had given 
to Kyria respecting travelling Christians — and that 
he (Diot7.) from ambition, enforced such a rule with 
despotic rigour, because strange brethren might 
easily weaken his authority. It is a quite unfounded 
conjecture : that, being a converted heathen, he would 
not receive converted Jews.*' 

The example of such an influential man as Dio- 
trephes, and his despotic strictness in ecclesiastical 
discipline, might have become very injurious to the 
congregation. Therefore, St. John warns Caius, ver. 
1 1, not to follow this evil example. This warning 
or exliortation is couched in general terms, and there- 
fore the expression ro dya^ov needs not to be referred 
to any particular- good example in the congregation, 
as, for instance, to that of Demetrius, who seems to 
have been rather a traveller than a resident in the 
community to which Caius belonged. ' Aya^o'irotuv 
and %a.7Loneoim is also quite general, cfr. 1 Peter iii. 17, 
and does not particularly refer to Christian hospitality. 
The idea is plain, when this passage is compared with 
1 John ii. 29, and iii. 9, 'Ew^axg : cfr. 1 John iii. 6. 

If Demetrius had been a resident in Caius's con- 

^ For many conjectures respecting Diotrephes, see Chr. 
Gottw. Wabst's Treatise ** De Diotrephe.*' Lips. 1758. 4to. 
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gr^ation, he woiild^ in ^er. 12, have been spoken of 
in other tenns, and not commended exactly aft^ the 
manner here adopted, which makes the reader sup- 
pose that he was an unknown man to Caius. Per- 
haps he took the lead among those who w^re recom- 
mended in yer. 6, and was the bearer of the letter. 
The addition xoV u^* auriii r^; aXaj^. is equivalent to 
our formula of recommendation : he recommends him- 
self [he only needs to be known to be esteemed]. 
But by dk^^mt here is only to be understood the 
Christian aX^^s/a*^^ The conclusion, yer. 12, xoJ 
fifAtTg-^Kai osdars (Caius and the other friends ; — ^re- 
gardless of this, some authorities correct the text and 
read oTdag) ^-* implies that introductions of travelling 
Christians were not always to be relied up<m, and 
that they often were deceptive. But the Apostle's 
fLi^ru^ia was tried, cfr. John xix. 35. 

Ver. 13^ and 14, cfr. 2 John 12. E/^idi <m#, instead 
of the secular salutation e^coao,* see 1 Peter v. 14^ 

^^ (Ecumeoius is of opinion, that it is no mistake to exteud 
UW9 ^attrif^ ver. 12, also to unbelievers. In this context, how- 
ever, such an interpretation can hardly be approved. Here the 
Apostle is speaking of peculiarly Christian conduct. 

* As to iffttfy see Translator's note, above, p. 328. 



TRANSLATION. 



FIRST EPISTLE. 

CHAPTER T. 1 — 4. 

I. I. That which was from the beginning, which we 
have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which 
we have beheld and handled with our hands, of the 
word of life, 2. (and the life has been manifested, and 
Mre have seen it, and we bear witness, and announce 
unto you that eternal life which was with the Father, 
and which was manifested unto us). S. That which 
Mre have seen and heard we do announce unto you, in 
order that you also may have communion with us ; but 
our- communion is the communion with the Father, 
and with his Son Jesus Christ. 4» And this we 
write unto you, in order that your joy may be per- 
fect. 

CHAPTER I. 5. — II. 2. 

I. 5. And this is the declaration which we have 
heard of him, and which we relate unto you : that 
God is light, and that there is no darkness in him. 
6. If we say that we have communion with him, 
and (yet) walk in darkness, we lie, and act not ac- 
cording to the truth. 7. But if we walk in the light, 
as he is in the light, we have communion one with 
another ; and the blood of Jesus Christ, his Son, 
cleanseth us from all sin. 8. If we say that we have 
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no sin, we mislead ourselves, and the truth is not in 
us. 9. But if we confess our sins, he is so faithful 
and just as to remit our sins,^ and cleanse us of 
all unrighteousness. 10. If we say that we have not 
sinned, we make him a liar, and his word is not in 
us. Chap. ii. 1. My little children, these things I 
write unto you that ye sin not, and when any man 
sins we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus 
Christ, the righteous. 2. And he is the propitiation 
for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the 
whole world. 

CHAPTER II. 3 — 17. 

II. 3. And by this we recognize that we know 
him,* by keeping his commandments. 4. Whoever 



»» 



^ Thus Luther, 1522, " darz er uns die Siinden erlasset.^ 
* It is not easy to translate this : The Greek words : K«2 
If T»vr^'yififrx»fU9 an XytvxetfAU altriv. Dr. Liicke renders : '^ Und 
daran erkennen wir, dasz wir ihn kennen,** and these wordt 
f have expressed in English as closely as I could. I think the 
Doctor would have better expressed the Greek original if he 
had said : Und daran kennen wir dasz wir ihn erkannt haben — 
in English : And by this we know that we have recognized (or 
rightly known) him. To me it appears evident, that, in the 
perfect tense lyi>«x«^c» there is a Hebraism, and that this tense 
is here emphatic, expressing a more accurate and perfect cogni- 
tion. 1 have before me a Spanish version (made from the Vul- 
gate), and I find it entirely supports my view : the ^^pani8h 
words are : Y en esto sabemos, que le hemos conocido. Thus 
also the Portuguese version by Pereira : E nisto sabemos que 
o conhecemos. The Polish version of 1738, which is made from 
the Greek original, is here equally precise and accurate : '* A 
przez to wtemy, zWmy go poznali.*' It will appear in the Ap- 
pendix, that (Ecumeliius seems to support my opinion. T^raiuL 
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says, I know him, and keepeth not his command- 
ments, is a liar, and there is no truth in him. 5. But 
whosoever keepeth his word, in him the love of God 
is perfected. By that we know that we are in him. 
6. Whosoever says that he abides in him, he must 
also walk as he hath walked.* 7. Brethren, I write 
unto you no new commandment ; but an old com- 
mandment, which you have had from the beginning. 
The old commandment is the word which ye have 
heard from the beginning. 8. Again, a new com- 
mandment I write unto you, which is true in him 
and in you ; because the darkness is past, and the 
true light already shines. 9. Whosoever says, that 
he is the light, and hateth his brother, is still in dark- 
ness. 10. Whosoever loveth his brother abides in 
the light, and there is nothing objectionable (no of- 
fence) in him. 11. But whosoever hateth his brother, 
is in darkness, and walketh in darkness, and knoweth 
not whether he is going, because the darkness hath 
blinded his eyes. 12. I write to you, little children, 
because your sins are forgiven on account of his 
name. 13. I write unto you, fathers, because ye have 
known him who is from the beginning. I write unto 
you, young men, because ye have vanquished the 
evil one. I have written unto you, children, be- 
cause ye have known the Father. 14. I have writ- 
ten unto you, fathers, because ye have known him, 
who is from the beginning. I have written unto you, 
young men, because ye are strong, and the word of 

* I have retained this Hebraism, apprehending that it would 
be missed if an appropriate English word were substituted. 
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God abideth in you, and ye have vanquished the 
evil one. 15. Have no affection for the world, nor 
for that which is in the world. If any man has af- 
fection for the world, the love of the Father is not in 
him. 16. For all that is in the world, the lust of the 
flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the ostentation of life, 
is not of the Father, but of the world. 17. And the 
world and its lust passeth away ; but he who doeth 
the will of God abideth for ever. 

CHAPTEE II. 18 — 28. 

11. 18. Children, this is the last hour, and as ye 
have heard that the antichrist is to come, so now 
many antichrists have arisen, by which we know that 
this is the last hour. 19. They went out from among 
us, but they were not of us ; for, if they had been of 
us, they surely would have remained with us : but 
it was to be made manifest, that they are not all 
of us. 20. But you have the unction from him, 
who is holy, and ye know all things. 21. I have not 
written unto you, as if ye knew not the truth, but be- 
cause ye know it, and because ye know that no lie 
cometh of the truth. 22. Who is a liar, if not he, 
who denieth that Jesus is the Christ ? Such an one 
is the antichrist, that denietk the Father and the Son. 
23. Whosoever denieth the Son, hath not the Father, 
and whosoever confesseth the Son, hath the Father 
also. 24. Now, that which ye have heard from the 
beginning, let that abide in you. If that, which you 
have heard from the beginning abideth in you, you 
will also abide in the Son and in the Father. 25. And 
this is the promise which he has made unto us : it is 
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the ftfomise of etarnal life. 25. This I have written 
unto you respecting those who seduce you. 27. And 
as to you, if the unotion which ye have received of 
hiBi remains in you, ye need not that any man shall 
instruct you; but, as the unction instructs you re- 
specting all things, and as it is the truth itself and no 
falsehood, and as it has thus taught you, so do re- 
main in him ! 28. And now, little children, do abide 
in him, in order that when he shall appear, we may 
have confidence and not be ashamed before him at 
his coming. 

CHAPTEK n. 29 — ni. 10. 

II. 29. K ye know that he is righteous, ye also 
know that every one that doeth righteousness is born 
of him. III. 1. Behold what love the Father has 
shewn unto us, that we should be called the children 
of God! Therefore the world does not recognise 
you,* because it knows not him. 2. Beloved, now 
we are God's children, and it is not yet manifested 
what we shall be. But this we know, that when it 
shall be mamfested, we shall be like unto him, for 
we shall see him as he is. I and every one who hath 
such a hope of him, purifieth himself, even as he its 
pure. 4. Whosoever committeth sin, does what is 
contrary to rFght (acts contrary to the law) for sin is 
that which is contrary to right (sin is against the law, 

* This differs from Griesbach's text (for he reads nfuie and 
not vf*Mf\ as well as also from the common versions ; yet this 
departure from the ordinary text is not accounted for in the 
Commentary : this makes me suspect that Euch is here only a 
mispruit for Uns — Transl, 
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or contrary to the law). 6. And ye know that he was 
manifested, that he might take away our sins, and there 
is no sin in him. 6. 'He who abides in him sinneth 
not : whosoever sinneth hath learned nothing respecting 
him, and never known him. 7. Little children, let no 
man deceive you : whosoever doeth right is righteons, 
even as he is righteous. 8. Whosoever committeth 
sin is of the devil, for the devil sinneth from the be- 
ginning. For this purpose the Son of God has ap- 
peared, that he might destroy the works of the devil. 
9. Whosoever is born of God committeth no sin, for 
his (God*s) seed remaineth in him, and he cannot sin, 
because he is born of God. 10. By this are made 
manifest the children of God and the children of the 

devil. 

CHAPTER in. 10 — 24. 

III. 10. No man who doeth not what is right is of 
God, neither is he who does not love his brother. 
11. For this is the message, which ye have heard 
from the beginning, that we shall love one another, 
and 12, not like Cain, who was of the devil and slew 
his brother. And why did he slay him ? because 
his works were evil, but his brother's works were 
righteous. 13. Marvel not, my brethren, if the world 
hate you. 14. We know that we have passed from 
death into life, because we love the brethren. Who- 
soever doth not love his brother abideth in death. 
15. Whosoever hateth his brother is a murderer, and 
ye know that no murderer hath eternal life abiding 
in him. 16. By this we have known love : (what it 
is), that he laid down his life for us. Thus we also 
ought to lay down our lives for the brethren. 17. 
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But if some one hath the goods of this world, and 
sees his brother in distress, yet shuts up his ear to 
him,* how ean the love of God be abiding in such an 
one? 18. My little children: let us not love with 
word and with tongue, but in deed and in truth. 
19. Thereby also we recognise that we are of the 
truth, ^,nd by that too, we can tranquillize our hearts 
before him. 20. For, when our heart condemns us, 
know, that God is greater than our hearts, and 
knoweth all. 21. Beloved, but when our heart con- 
demns us not, we have confidence toward God. 22. 
And whatsoever we ask we will receive of him, for 
we keep his commandments, and do what pleaseth 
him. 23, And this is the commandment, that we 
shall believe in the name of his Son, Jesus Christ, 
and love one another as he hath commanded. 24. 
And whosoever keepeth his commandments abideth 
in him, and he in him. And his abiding in us we re- 
cognise by the spirit which he hath given us. 

CHAPTER IV. 1^ — 6. 

IV. 1. Beloved, believe (trust) not every spirit, 
but try the spirits whether they be of God ; for many 
false prophets have gone out into world. 2. By this 

' • The Hebraism : " Shutteth up his bowels from him," is 
utterly incompatible with the idioms of western Europe : and 
the equivalent idiom here substituted seems to be judiciously 
chosen. It is the non- recognition of a most important phi- 
lological principle, here followed by Dr. Liicke, which so great- 
ly detracts from the utility of the common versions of the Bible, 
and renders a thorough revision of them so highly necessary.— 
Traml, 
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you know the Spirit of God : Every spirit that ood- 
fesseth, that Jesus Christ hath appeared in the flesli, 
is of God ; 3. And every spirit that confesseth not 
that Jesus Christ hath iqppeared in the flesh, is not of 
Grod. This is the spirit o£ the antichrist, of which 
ye have heard that it is to come, and whi(^ already 
is in the wwld. 4. Ye are of Grod, little childrra, 
and ye have vanquidbed such spirits, for he that id 
in you is greats than he that is in the world. 5. They 
are of the world, therefore they speak that which is 
of the world, and the w<Mrld listens to them. 6. We 
are of God, and whosoever knoweth Grod, listeneth 
to us ; whosoever is not of God, listeneth not unto 
us. By this we know the spirit of truth, and the 
spirit of eiror. 

CHAPTEB IV. 7. — V. 5. 

IV. 7. Beloved, let us Ipve one another I for love 
is of God ; and every one who loveth is bom of God, 
and knoweth God. 8. He who loveth not, doth not 
know God, for God is love. 9. In this the love of God 
towards us manifests itself, that God hath sent his 
only begotten Son into the world, in order that we 
might live through him. 10. In this the love con* 
sisted, not (in that) that we have loved God^ but that 
he hath loved us, and hath sent his Son to be a pro- 
pitiation for our sins. 11. Beloved, if God hath 
thus loved us, we ought also to love one another. 
12. No man hath ever beheld God. (But) if we love 
one another, God abides in us, and the love towards 
him is perfected in us. 13. By this we know that 
we abide in him and he in us ; by his having given 
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U8 of his Spirit. 14. And we have beheld and bear 
witness, that the Father liath sent the Son to be the 
world's Saviour. 15. Now, whosoever confesseth 
tliat Jesus is the Son of God, in him God abides, and 
he in God. 16. And we have recognized and be- 
lieved the love which God hath towards us. God is 
love, and he who abides in love, abides in God, and 
God in him. 17. In this consunmiate love amongst 
us shews itself: in our having confidence (cheerful- 
ness), in the day of judgment, (because in so far as) 
even as he, so we also are in this world (viz. loving 
the brethren). 18. In love there is no fear, but per- , 
feet love expelleth fear ; for fear is painful, but he 
who fears is not perfect in love. 19. Let us love him 
for he hath loved us first. 20. If any man say : I 
love God, and hateth his brother, he is £i liar, for he 
who doth not love his brother, whom he sees, how 
can he love God whom he sees not? 21. And this 
commandment we have from him, that whosoever 
loveth Grod, must also love his brother. V. 1. Who- 
soever believeth that Jesus is the Christ, is bom of 
God. And whosoever loveth the parent, who begat 
him, loveth also him who is begotten of the same parent. 

2. We know by this, that we love God's children ; 
by our loving God and keeping his commandments. 

3. For this is the love to God : to keep his command- 
noients, and his commandments are not grievous. 

4. For all that is born of God, overcometh the world, 
and our faith is the victory that hath vanquished the 
world. 5. (But) who is it that overcometh the world, 
if not he, who believeth that Jesus is the Son of God ? 

2a 
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CHAPTER V. 6 12. 

V. 6. This is he, who has come with the water, 
and the blood, even Jesus Christ — not with the water 
only, but with the water and the blood. And it is 
the Spirit that beareth witness, because the Spirit is 
truth. 7. For there are three bearing witness.* 8. 
The spirit and the water, and the blood, and these 
three are one.'* 9. If we receive the testimony of 

* Lather has never translated the spurious words ver. 7, 8 ; 
he considered them as spurious. Dr. Bugenhagen, his friend, 
who assisted him in the great work of translating the Bible, 

. pronounced an anathema on the reception of the spurious pas- 
sage into Luther's Bible. It is certain that Feyerabend^s Folio 
Edition of 1673, which was made without any theological or 
ecclesiastical control, was the first that ever received the spu- 
rious words, and that lack of critical sincerity only, has tolerated 
and propagated the interpolation. Now, inasmuch as Luther's 
genuine version has ecdesiastical authority, and the spurious- 
ness of the words here omitted is now established beyond a 
doubt, we ought from henceforth, with conscientious strictness, 
and without mercy, to separate the forgery, or, at least, make 
the reader aware how the matter stands with r^ard to this 
passage. 

^ Thus Luther's version of 1522. 

* It is surprising that the very obvious difficulty of the text : 
Its TO iv tint has scarcely been noticed by critics, although the 
idiom here is so manifestly corrupt, that even, if we demonstra- 
bly had the Apostle's own MS., we would be justified in here 
supposing a slip. EiV to ?y lUn is not only not Greek, but it is 
in accordance with no idiom whatever. The passages which 
have been considered as parallel, and which have been collected 
with great care from the Old and New Testament, for the pur- 
pose of justifying itsritv ti^it: (Matth. xix. 5; Gen. ii. 24; 
Mark x. 8 ; 1 Cor. iv. 3; vi. IG; xiv. 22; 2 Cor. vi. 18; 
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men, the testimony of God (surely) is greater ; but 
God's testimony is, that which he hath given con- 
cerning his Son. 10. He who believeth in the Son 
of God, hath this testimony within himself. He who 
doth not believe God, maketh him a liar, because 
he believeth not the testimony which God hath given 
of his Son. 1 L And this is the testimony that God 

Jerem. xxxi. 1 ; Ephes. v. 31), are of no force whatever, and 
have no application here : even their number is deceptive, for 
they do, in reality, amount to no more than two, the others be- 
ing quotations ; but, in these two, the construction is entirely 
different from the construction of our passage. It is true, how- 
ever, that the MSS. which we have, read us r« l» uftt, and that 
some of the ancient versions teem to countenance such a read- 
ing: a weighty consideration this, no doubt, and it shews, at 
all events, that the error is very ancient : yet its force is not 
such as to make the critic hug a text equally offensive to gram- 
mar and logic, more especially if we can shew, with the highest 
degree of probability, the word which the Apostle wrote or 
thought of. 

I can the less doubt that the Apostle wrote 1»fif and not 
fiVif, since this would not only make a perfectly good idiom, 
but most of the modem versions, being unable to make any 
sense whatever of kViv, have so twisted it as to give it here 
the sense of ?««'/» : Elf ri h leun, in unum eunt, in unum con- 
currunt, eodem tendunt, would be a very natural phrase, and 
to such a phrase parallels may be found everywhere, both in sa- 
cred and profane writers, and, it appears to me, that the English 
agree in one, contains a kind of confirmation of the emendation 
I propose. The origin of the slip i/r/ for 7a^4 may be conjee- 
turally accounted for in a thousand ways ; but this must, at 
present, be omitted ; it seems not unlikely, however, that some 
confusion of tt/t,) gum, and tifu eo, vado, is the real cause of the 
slip. It is even possible that the original text was : »«) r« r^ioc 
us ri h iTtf'ff.— Transl. 
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hath given as eternal life, and that this life is in his 
Son. 12. He who hath the Son of God hath hfe ; 
he who hath not the Son of God, hath not life. 

CHAPTER V. 13 — 21. 

y. 13. This I have written unto you, that ye may 
know that ye have eternal life, when ye believe in 
the name of the Son of God. 14. And this is the 
cheerful confidence we have towards him, that when 
we ask anything according to his will, he heareth us. 
15. And if we know that he hear us, whatever we 
ask, we also know that we will receive from him the 
objects of our petitions. 16. If any man observe his 
brother committing a sin, not unto death, he may ask, 
and he (God) wiU give him life, viz. for such as do 
not sin unto death. There is a sin unto death ; I do 
not say that for such a sin any man should intercede. 
17. All unrighteousness is sin, but there is a sin not 
unto death. 18. We know that whosoever is bom 
of God sinneth not, but he who is bom of God, pre- 
serveth himself, and the evil one will not assail him. 
19. We know that we are of God, but that the whole 
world lieth in wickedness (is under the evil one's 
dominion). 20. But we know that the Son of God 
is come, and hath given us such discernment, that 
we can recognize the true God ; and, also, that 
through his Son, Jesus Christ, we are united with the 
true God ; this is the true God, and this is eternal 
life. 21. Little children, guard yourselves against 
the idds ! 
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THE SECOND EPISTLE. 

I. The elder unto the elect Kyria and her children, 
whom I love in truth, and not I only, but abo all 
those who have recognized the truth. 2. For the 
sake of the truth which abideth in us, and will abide 
with us for ever. 3. Grace be unto you, mercy and 
peace firom God the Father, and from the Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Son of the Father, in truth and in love. 
4. I rejoiced greatly that I have found some of thy 
children who walk in the truth, as we have received 
commandment of the Father. 5. And now, I beseech 
thee, Kyria, not as if I were writing unto thee a new 
commandment, but that which we have had from the 
beginning : let us love one another. 6. And this is 
love : that we do walk according to his command- 
ment. This is the commandment, as ye have heard 
from the beginning : that ye should walk . in it (in 
love). 7. For many seducers have come into the 
world, who do not confess that Jesus Christ has ap- 
peared in the flesh. This is the seducer and the 
antichrist. 8. Look to yourselves, that we may not 
loose what we have wrought, but that we may receive 
a full return. 9. Whosoever transgresseth (the com- 
mandment), and abideth not in Christ's doctrine, 
hath not God ; he who abideth in Christ's doctrine, 
hath the Father and the Son. 10. If any man come 
unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him 
not into your house, and bid him not welcome. 1 1. 
For he who bids him welcome, maketh himself a par- 
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taker in his evil deeds. 12. I had many things to 
write, but would not with paper and ink, for I hope 
to come to you, and speak to you personally, in order 
that our joy maybe perfect. 13. The children of 
thy elect, sister, send greeting unto you. 



THE THIRD EPISTLE. 

1. The elder unto Caius, a beloved £riend, whom I 
love in truth. 2. Dear friend, I wish above all things 
that thou mayest prosper and be in health, even as 
thy soul prospereth. 3. It gave me great joy, when 
some brethren came, and informed me of thy truth, 
(and) how thou walkest in the truth. 4. I have no 
greater joy than this, when I hear of my children, 
that they walk in the truth. 5. My dear friend, thou 
doest a Christian action, in whatsoever thou doest to 
the brethren, and particularly to strangers. 6. They 
have borne testimony to thy kindness before the 
congregation, and you wiU do well in further speed- 
ing them on their jonmey, after a manner that is 
worthy of God. 7. Because, for his name's sake, they 
set out on their journey, and they do receive nothing 
from the heathens. 8. Now, such men we ought to 
receive, that we may aid the propagation of the truth. 

9. I have written unto the congregation ; but Dio- 
trephes, who wishes to be the chief among them, will 
not receive us (pay no attention to what we say). 

10. Therefore, when I come, I shall reprimand him 
for the doings which he is carrying on, prating with 
wicked words against us. And not content with that. 
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he (not only) doth not receive tlie brethren ; but pre- 
vents those also who wish to do so, and expells them 
from the congregation. 11. My dear friend, do not 
imitate the evil but the good. Whosoever does good 
is of God ; and he who doeth evil hath learned no- 
thing of God. 1 2. All men give a good report of De- 
metrius, nay, truth itself doth, and we too confirm it, 
and you know that oUr testimony is true. 13. 1 had 
much to write, but would not write to thee with pen 
and ink. 14. But I hope to see thee soon, and then 
we will converse ^ face to face. 15. Peace be with 
thee ! Our friends send thee greetings. Greet the 
friends by name ! 



APPENDIX. 



OF tHE ANCIENT GREEK AND LATIN INTER- 
PRETERS OF ST. JOHN'S EPISTLES, SPECIALLY 
OF DIDYMUS AND CECUM ENIUS. 



A CONTRIBUTION TOWARD THE HISTORY OF THE 
NEW TE8TAMENTAL EXEGESIS. 

In modem times, the worth and the use of the ancient 
Greek and Latin interpreters, has, even in the Pro- 
testant diurch, been more justly appreciated than 
formerly. It is admitted, that the more eminent 
amongst them, not unfrequently contain the most 
correct and the most authentic interpretations — ^that 
their exegetical talent and genius, as well as their 
method, are often admirable, and worthy to be con- 
sidered as patterns, but that they always are instruc- 
tive, nay that even in the worst case, the errors of 
the less distinguished may convey useful informa- 
tion. In short, it is ever more and more generally 
agreed upon, that a more careful study of the an- 
cient interpreters is as indispensable to the learned 
exeget as that of the modems. So much the more, 
the following attempt at displaying, in their prag- 
matic connection, the ancient interpretations of St. 
John's Epistles, and at characterizing them more ac- 
curately, may at least hope to be excused. 
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It 18 to be regretted, that not all the interpreta- 
tions of the ancients, respecting which we have notices, 
have been preserved. Some have been entirely lost, 
and others partly. 

Suidas^ states of the celebrated Antiochian exeget, 
Diodor. of Tarsus, that he left a commentary on the 
First Epistle of St John. But it is not demonstra- 
bly certain,* that so much as a fragment of it is pre- 
served,' a circumstance the more to be regretted, 
since the animadversion of Socrates,^ that he in 'his 
interpretations adhered too much to the bare letter 
of the sacred writings, can by us be considered only 
as his greatest commendation. 

Not less to be regretted is the complete loss of 
dhrysostom's homilitical interpretations of the Ca- 
tholic epistles. Suidas ^ and Cassiodor ^ state only 
in general terms, that Chrysostom did interpret the 
whole of the Old and New Testament. But as (£cn- 
menius, as well as Theophylact, in their Conmien- 
taries on the Canonical Episties, sometimes appeal to 

* Under the word AUi^fts. 

* Perhaps a few fragments may have been preserved in the 
Scholia s but none such can be pointed out with certainty. 

' The Catena contain a few fragments of the original of hit 
Commentaries on the Historical Book of the New Testament, 
of which a part is still extant in the Chaldaio Churdi. See 
Asscffnanni, BibL Orient. III. p. 28. 

* Hist. EccL VJ. 3. '^ikM y^mfiftm r£w ^im y^m^, 

* Under *lMtmnt Xfirr. "Awarau'luiimtihit y^tt^* tuu Z^ 

« De instit. div. litt. Praefat. : FerutU scripturas divinas. V. 
et N. T. ab ipso principio usque ad finem Graeco sermone de- 
clarasse loannem Chrysostomum. 
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St. Chiysostom's authority, as also in the Schol. 
Matthfu on 1 John iv. 7, there occurs one of St. 
Chrysostom's interpretations ;^ the existence of St. 
Chrysostom's Commentary on the Catholic Epistles 
seems as certain as their complete loss. 

Euthymius Zigabenus, too, is said to have left a 
Commentary on the Catholic epistles. Jos. Semler, 
in the 16th century, stated that a MS. of this com- 
mentary was to be found in the library of Joh. Sam- 
budis, a physician of Vienna.® But this is also the 
only notice that anywhere i9 to be found respecting 
it. The concealment, or, perhaps, even the loss of this 
commentary, is the more to be regretted, since Euthy- 
mius, by his Commentary on the Gospels, acquired the 
fame of a distinguished interpreter, for his age, and 
since he can maintain this distinction even among the 
modem. 

Now, let us turn our attention to these commen- 
taries of the ancients on St. John's Epistles, which 
have been preserved either in part or entirely. 

Eusebius^ and Photius^^ relate, that Clem. Alex, 
wrote, what was called Hypotyposes, not only on se- 
veral books of the Old Testament and the Epistles of 
St. Paul, but also on all the Catholic epistles. This, 
probably, is the earliest commentary on the Catholic 
epistles, known in the ancient church. These hypo- 
typoses consisted of brief exegetical remarks, and 
summaries of the principal passages in the books to 

7 Page 226, note 93. ^ In the Epitome BibL Gesner. 

9 Hist. Eccsl. VI. 14. 10 Biblioth. Cod. lOU. 
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which they referred. Now, Cassiodor^^ says, that 
Clemens had explained attico sermaney 1 St. Peter, 1 
and 2 John, and the Epistle of St. James," and that 
he, Cassiodor, had caused these expressly to be trans- 
lated into Latin, ita, ut exdusis quibusdam offendicu- 
lis," pnrificata doctrina ejus securior possit hauriri. 
This mutilated Latin translation we think has been 
preserved in that work which is entitled Adumbra- 
tiones Clem. Alex. It cannot be doubted that these 
Adumbrationes are identical with the Hypotyposes 
spoken of by Eusebius and Photius.^^ Several things, 
from these, have already been communicated in our 
Commentary on the First and Second Epistle of St 
John. But, in order to characterize more precisely 
this very fragmentary, unequal, sometimes gnostic- 
theological, and sometimes grammatic interpretation, 
we will here add what follows : 1 Epist ver. 1, "O ifv is 
rightly referred to X6yog rov SeoD in the same sense in 
which it is used, John i. 1, and likewise <i ioitodxafist — 
i-^flXdffi^v to the preesentia Domini in came. But 

11 De Institut. Dlvin. LiU. cap. VIII. 

1^ Cassiodorus writes '^ JacobL" But, surely, it is more 
correct to read " Juda,** cfr. Euseb. Hist. EccL VI. 14. 

1^ The same complaint is made by Photius, loc. cit. 

^* The Latin word adumhroHones corresponds with the 
Greek vwrmrti^uf (Sketches,* 2 Tim. i. 13.) The Adumlira- 
tions were first edited in the Biblioth. Patr. Tom. III., but the 
best edition is by Potter. Opp. Clem. . 

• Abrisxe, says the Author, which I translate Sceichat and, I doubt not. 

thatfthis is, generally speaking, the right translation of vr»ruwm9Hy 

yet, I much doubt, the application of that translation to 8 Tim. L 13.— 
Tranfl, 
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what follows is rather odd : Fertur-in traditionibus, 
quoniam loannes ipsum corpus quod erat extrinsecus 
tangens manum, suam in profunda misisse et ei duri- 
tiem camis nuUo modo reluctatam esse, sed locum 
manui praebuisse discipuli. On i. 5, on ^shi ^Stg 
i<iti — , non essentiam divinam exprimit, sed declarare 
volens majestatem Dei — . Cap. ii. 3, he explains in 
favour of the Gnostic, in his sense of the word, say- 
ing : that he cannot be otherwise than virtuous, and 
that he does everything from love. On ii. 13, he ob- 
serves: Fortes juvenes contemnentes voluptates. 
ii. 23. Qui negatjilium: ignorando eum, nee Patrem 
habet, neque cognoscit eum. iii. 8. Ex diabolo est, 
h. e. ex patre diabolo, eundemque consectans et eli- 
gens. Ab initio dioMus peccat : — ab initio scilicet, 
a quo peccare coepit, inconvertibiliter in peccando 
perseverare. On 2 John x. he says : Hoc in ejus- 
modi non est inhumanum, sed nee conquirere vel 
condisputare cum talibus admonet, qui non valent in- 
telligibiliter divina tractare, ne per eos traducantur a 
doctrina veritatis, verisimilibus inducti rationibus. 
Arbitror autem, quia et orare cum talibus non opor- 
tet, quoniam in oratione, quae fit in domo, postquam 
ab orando surgitur, salutatio gaudii est et pacis in- 
dicium. 

Much more important is Didymus's ^^ interpreta- 

^^ Respecting this illustrious chief of the Catechet. School of 
Alexandria (309 — 395 •f), see Basnage animadverss. in Didy- 
mum ejusqueopp. in Canissi lectt. autiq. Tom. 1. p. 197? sqq* 
and Guerlke de Schola, quae Alexandr. floiniit, catechet. P. 1. 
p. 92, sqq. 
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tion of our epistles, in iiis *' Brevis enarratio in Epis- 
tolas Canonicas." Cassiodorus relates,^^ that when 
he had, long in vmn, sought after a good and au- 
thentic interpretation of such of the Catholic Epistles 
as neither had been explained by Clem. Alex, nor 
by Augustin,^^ Didymus's Expositio septem Ca- 
nonicarum Epp. had at last fortunately fallen into his 
hands, and that he had caused it to be translated 
into Latin by Epiphanius Scholasticus. Only in this 
Latin version Didymus's work has been preserved, 
and it seems pretty complete.^ ^ There is no doubt 
of its genuineness.^^ The decided antimanichean 
tendency of the interpretation, and of the theological 
illustrations guarantees it; this work also contains 
Didymus's peculiar dogmatic views. Much less at- 
tention has been paid to it, and much less use has 
been made of it by modern exegets than it de- 
serves.^^ It also seems to have remained unnoticed 

^' De Institut. Divin. Litter, cap. VIII. 

*^ Cassiodor says of St. Augrustin, that besides the First 
Kpistle of St. John, he also explained the Epistle of St. James* 

i« BibL Patr. Magna Col. Tom. IV. p. 248, sqq. and Bibl. 
Patr. Maxima Lugd. Tom. IV. p. 319, sqq. The Editor re- 
marks (Bibl. maxim, p. 337) : quantum ex ipsa colligere potui- 
mas oompositione, aliqua paucula tamen desiderari videntur. 

*B Against the doubts of the genuineness see Basnage, p. 
.199, sqq. in the work quoted above. 

^ In Rosenm. Histor. Interpret. Didymus is not even men- 
tioned, although St. Jerome praises him as his teacher, and al- 
ways mentions him among those of nhose commentaries he had 
made use in his own. But Richard Simon mentions him very 
honourably, although briefly, in the Histoiredes Princip. Com- 
ment. p. 456, 5, sqq. 
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hitherto, that considerable fragments of the Greek 
original have been preserved in the Sehol. Matthai 
on the Catholic Epistles, a circumstance which is the 
more satisfactory, since by this means the sometimes 
corrupt and unintelligible text of the Scholia of 
Matthai can be corrected by the Latin version, and 
it again, being often obscure and confused, by the 
Scholia. 

Now, we will here subjoin the most important of 
Didymus's interpretations referring to St. John's 
epistles, in juxtaposition with the Greek original 
from the corresponding Scholia. 

Didymus observes : p. 326, H.'^ on John i. I, 
Multi per haec verba putant praesentiam Salvatoris 
post resurrectionem factam discipulis demonstrari, as- 
serentes, quia dixerit haec loannes de se caeterisque 
discipulis, quia prius audierint, quoniam Dominus 
resurrexit, postea vero oculis suis inspexerinty ita ut 
contrectarent pedes et manus (cfr. Luc. xxiv. 39). — 
Alii vero profimdius haec verba suscipiunt, eo quod 
non simpliciter dixerit, manus nostrae contrectave- 
runt, sed adiecerit, de verbo vitae ; insuper et il- 
lud: quod erat ab initio — and then he more ex- 
plicitly explains the passage, referring it to the per- 
sonal Logos. And with reference to the word riv, 
he says, p. 327, H : << Singula namque creaturanim 
aliquid esse dicuntur, ut et esse angelum, coelum, 
solus autem Salvator est omnino, quod est, quo par- 
ticipantia uni versa veniunt ad essentiam. Hujus 
autem quilibet auditum prius per introductionem 

'^ Quoted according to the Bibl. Maxima. 
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doctrinae suBcipiens ad hoc venit, ut eum discipii- 
nabiliter possit inspicere, post multam scilicet exer- 
citationem, quae contractio de verbo vitae vocatiir. 
Qui utique vere dixit : Ego sum vita. — Exponitor 
autem etiam sic de eo, qui erat in principio, per 
legem audivimus et prophetas, quia ventunis esset, 
hunc venientem aperte oculis nostris vidimus, non 
fatuite consentientes ei, qui in carne visus est, sed 
cum muha contrectatione perscrutantes scripturas de 
ipso testimonia perhibentes: et ita credidimus de 
verbo vitae. The original of this passage from 
<' singula namque'* is easily recognised in the Schol. 
Matthai, p. 213 : 'Exatfrov rStv ytyvjirStv r/ iJveu XiyiraUi 
oJov %hat ayyikog^ that jX/o;, ihai oit^avog* fiovog Bt o 
aatrn^ xoSacro^ C()v ruy^dvttf o5 fAirsy^ovra ra vdifra s/( 
iMFa^py f^trat, Tourou *x^6aat¥ ^^orf^ov xard sitfa- 
yayixri¥ d/daffxaX/av 6s^afM¥6g rtg Ef;^6ra/,*' tig to /diA 
aMv eTtgrrifiAvtxug fitrd 'O'oWiltyvfJkvaffiaVy fjrtg '^\d(p7nstg 
crg^i rou \6you rv^g Zjul^g «/jfJjra/, rr^g t/vouefig, on iytii 
tifit fi ^M^. AfXs^fra/ de xo(/ curu Tt^i roD h df/ri 
oyrogy dxrixoafiiv dtd roD vC/mov xai ruv 4r|^^9}rtt;i>9 ^C f X^utfi- 
ra/, Tovrov fXSovra ifif avStg roTg o^^aX/Motg s/Bo/ubsv, ol^ 
cu; iTv^tf trvyxara^ifitvoi rp 6f»^svri (si*) ffagxJy dXXd 
fi^srd 'TOAkiiv •^tikd^fitfiVy e^tvySnfreg rceg 9rt§i avrov fia^ 
rj^ouffag y^apdg^ imtfrsixfajtisv rfi 'fft^l Trig X^wig Xoyifi,** 
On the difference between iw^ax. and ^eaadfA. Didy- 
mus observes with more subtlety than truth : p. 327, B: 
Quis in humanitate Christi videt eum sensibiliter, per- 
ceptionem habens visibilis personae, advertens (ani- 

** Here cfr. CEcumenius. 

<3 CEcumenius expresses himself similarly, but more oon- 
cisely. 
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madvertens) autem diviQitatem^ inspicit ema. gloriam 
habentem tanquam unigeniti a patre, plenum gratia «t 
veritate, chap. i. 5 is thus paraphrased, p. 327, D. : Ab 
ipso Salvatore aiinuntiationem discipulis factum scrip- 
sity qua deckratur, quia (cum ?) Deus lux sit, nulias 
tenebras (which subsequently he will have understood 
de cunctis speciebus ignorantiae atque miditiae) habei 
in semet ipso, banc annuntiationem et vobis inquit, 
ofibrimus, ut eandem, quam nos, de Deo sententiam 
■habeatis, quoniam Deus lux est. Lux vere est Deus 
intelligibilis et perpetua. 

On Ci^. ii. 3, he says, page 327, G. : Sciendi ^u 
cognoscendi sermo in script, div. praecipue non sem- 
per notitiam manifestat, nisi experimentum alicujus 
habere rei et uniri tamquam in eo> qui non scivit 
peccatum. The original of this, see Schol. Matthai, 
p. 416. Th yiytiicxuv h rfi y^, /AoKisra wx aii to i^ieroL'- 
<^ai bvjikoiy aXXa xa/ rh vd^av rtyh^ f&^fixfvai xai ^vMtf^a/ 
aifT^. Likewise the original to the words, p. 327, 
H.: His ita distinctis, qui dicit se scire Deum — 
nam qui non servat ea, palam est, quod a scientia dei 
videtur extraneus, is to be found in Matthai, p. 216 : 
6 Xsyojv — i^u Tfji yydj(fiQ*$ Tvy^dvuv, On chap. ii. 7, 
Didymus has this peculiar observation, p. 328, C. : 
sed mandatum vetus etc., quia forte derogabant ali- 
qui Evangelistae tunc doctrinae tanquam heri et nu- 
per inceptae, docet quia mandatum scribit non tunc 
primitus hominibus datum, sed vetus et quod anti- 
quitus habuerunt. But, here he means the love-com- 
mandmentj which he thinks is called old, either be- 
cause it was already given in the Old Testament, or 
because it was to be considered as a natural law. 

2b 
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With reference to the latter, he observes, p. 328, C. 
D. : Poterit autem aliter dicere, quomodo possit in- 
telligi hoc mandatuia, quod scribitur de caritate 
proximi, ab initio esse et ab iis, quibus nunc scribit 
auditum, cum non ludaei sed gentiles essent : sicut 
ostendit finis epistolae. Hoc enim sermone terminal 
tur : Filioli custodite tos ab idolis* Unde consider- 
andum est, ne forte vetus mandatum dicat et ab 
initio existens, quod etiam ab omnibus hominibus 
est auditum, t. e. amabile effectum (amabilem affec- 
tum?) per naturalem accedentem sensum {rj xard 
^9<ftx6tg hvoia^ p}uxii dtd^sstg,) Omnes enim homi- 
nes cum sint naturaliter mansueta et communia (xo/- 
mvtxa) animalia, diligunt proximos. The original to 
this passage, see SchoL p. 216, 217, /trw; i^sTHg, vug 
— y^dpiTcu* Then follows an interpolation uncon- 
nected with our subject, and after it : e/ Sk obx 
'loudaTci ^<faVf ug vafitrrfiffi rb rsXog r?g linffr, — rovg atXjj- 
tf/oy. The original to the observation on ii. 15, p. 
328, £. : that, by xufffMij not the physical world, but 
worldly-disposition, is to be understood, is to be 
found quite literal, as far as the words, *' militare 
adversus animajn designatur," in the Scholion of 
Matthai, onver. 15, p. 218, /u*^ iyairars — of^fiMivofuvii 
6i sv/^vfiiag 6a^x,hg^ rrjg ar^anvofiivTig xara r^^ ^^^^ri 
[xa/ h^^aXfAojy of£^/^.] The words in brackets, which 
are unconnected with that which inmiediately pre- 
cedes, are an imperfect commencement of an expla- 
nation of ifti^u/Jiia rStv o^^aXfiMv, which runs thus in 
the translation : Ad kaec autem ocuiorum concupit' 
centia est omne^ quod per aspectum ad diiecHonem ir- 
rationakm usque pirducif. The conclusion of the 
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Scholion on ver. 15, ihvarhv di — xai aywKm th %ih^ 
we find literally in Didymus, p. 328, G.: Possibile 
est ex prsesentibus — penuanet in eetemum. What 
Didymus observes, p. 328, G. H. merits attention : 
Non de omnibus, qui fallacem doctrinam habent, 
haee scribuntur, sed de soils declinantibus ad falsam 
sectam post instructionem evangelieam, qui tsunquani 
ex Christianis facti noseuntur antichrist!. On ii. 29, 
the Schol. Matthai, p. 221, literally corresponds with 
Didymus's explanation, p. 329, B. : Qui disciplinari- 
ter {km^rviiMMxZii) animadvertit (d/e/X^iffii/g) de Deo, 
qui substantialiter Justus est, mox scit, quoniam ex 
eo generatur, qui justitiam ^us facit* On iii. 2, the 
context is correctly and simply given by Didymus, 
p. 329, D. : Per ea, quae scribit — mundus corde con- 
sistens. On iii. 8, the Schol. Matthai, p. 221, 222, 
precisely corresponds with Didymus's explanation, 
p. 339, B«, respecting the devil's name and character, 
and the former may be completed, corrected, and 
explained from the latter : <' Quoniam prae cunctis, 
(we should accordingly read ne^ mAvrw^) diabolus 
versus est ad peceandum, ex eo nomen habet (iinihn 

rd¥uv ysywtjfy 1^ aWvu ^fifiaTt^u,) Diabolus ergo 
graeco vocabulo seductor sen accusator, vel deroga- 
tor significat, (probably is the Translator's observa- 
tion.) £t omnis, qui operatur peccatum, potest tali 
appellari vocabulo, (tlie Schol. quite brief: cra^ o »• 
fjka^TtxZiy instead of which Cod. D. has a/^a^njxw^, 
probably more correct is a/Ma^ria¥ hi§yuv.) Possibile 
enim (autem) hoc — etiam sic intelligi. Qui omni 
homine faciente peccatum diabolus per eum ab initio, 
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habenB principatum in eo, qui peccat, per submis' 
sioiies malignanim cogitationum, sicut in luda £ac* 
tum> tum» cum missiBset diabolus in cor ejus, etc. 
The Scholion: v^o&^yirat ya» ev rSt ofML^Tdkon-t hi 
OTi^«Xi)v, (instead of which, Matthai rightly conjec- 
tured u^o^oX^v* perhaps we should read bt br^>M») 
\^iCfAW¥ ^mvfi^mVf otg kri roD *Iovdok Also the Scholion : 

70( oux sri jlvroff kx dio/SoXou, aXXa /torov roD sve^yTf^avng 
«un)p In. we find in the very same words in Didy-* 
mus, p. 330, F., where the last danse is thus more 
distinctly expressed : sed Hie sit ex eo, qui operator 
ad peccatum. On i^a rou dtafiokov : Opera diaboii 
sunt ea, qusB Satanse voluntate perficiuntur. On iii. 
9, the SchoL Matthai, p. 222, is almost entirely 
taken from Didymus, p. 330, H. to 331, B., only 
in the former, all is jumbled together, and in the lat- 
ter, it is put in its natural order : << Quia non possit 
peccare, qui ex deo natus est, etiam causam dixit 
Idem dicens, (Kiym in the Schol.) quia semen ejus 
in eo manet, quod divinitus venit. Hoc semen aut 
virtus est aut spiritus filiorum adqptionis, et si prop- 
terea peccare nequit, possibilitas haec naturalis non 
est. On iii. 12, the resolution of the construction is 
worthy of remark : '< ne in maligno secundum Cain 
esse reperiamur, qui." — On iv. 1, the Schol. Matthai, 
p. 224, corresponds very precisely with Didymus's 
explanation : '^ Quemadmodum ante adventum Chr. 
— ut alii quidem credamus, alii resistamus. By 
comparing the two, we find that the right reading of 
the Scholion is flrgv/3Xi}S>}jfia>, not x^ofxX^3jj<r«F, (the 
translation has producti,) and that Matthai, in the 
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conclusion of the Scholion, has rightly corrected rh fiXv 
rh df, and put rf) fiu — r^ hu Didymus's explanation, 
why, and in what sense the plural, 'rvtu/tiara is here 
put, is deserving of notice : Idem spiritus in diversis 
describitur, qui eo participantur. — Possibile est, — et 
uniuscujusque sacri doctoris disciplinam spiritum ejus 
dici : there are also useful observations on y\audMr§o^rirat, 
The words fv tfuoxi iXTjXu^oroc, are rightly explained, 
as applicable to Christ's incarnation, with reference 
to Phil. ii. 7. 8 Tim. iii. 16. Didjrmus also applies 
the phrase sohere lesum, in his explanation of the 
words : /*«) o^oX. r. 'Inaouv. The Schol. Matthai, p. 
224, on iv. 2, which (Schol.) partly is destitute of 
meaning, seems to be a mutilated fragment of Didy* 
mus, which may be explained from the version of 
his work, cfr. Enarrat. p. 332, B. C. : Sunt autem 
quidam haeretici, qui neque usque ad sermonem, is, 
as to the sense, the san^e as, veWoi 'yit^ yXd^gifp fUvov 
Xiywmv further : possunt (igitur) haec etiam figura- 
liter exponi, (2 Cor. iv. 10,) cfr. with the Scholion: 
a AX* oiffwi^ egrt voeTv IlaDXov Xiyevra ri, ^ravrorf, etc. 
The Scholion on iv. 3, p. 225, is entirely from Didy- 
mus's Enarratio, p. 332, C. and D. The unintelligible 
conclusion of the Scholion: roD (rh) Xsysiv xai vuv 
^^axTtxtag axfrnSTiovy is probably to be completed and 
explained from Did3anus : Quod autem ait nunc, 
per hoc, quod agitur ab illis intelligendum est. Di- 
dymus has a just observation on oMoxiur that it 
means, ut consentiamus, et quae dicuntur, audien- 
tes, faciamus. The Schol. of Cod. D. : «'org da roDro 
— fhv wKfickvy on iv. 7, is taken from the Enarrat. of 
Didymus, p. 323, C. : Quando autem haec magis 
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provenire — dum mandatom, acceperit, proximum 
diligendi. On iv. 12, Didymus explains the notion 
ooqiv rhv ^ihv, and the difference of that in it which ap- 
pertains to sense, and that which is transcendental 

The Schol. Matthai, p. 228, on t. 1, precisely cor- 
responds with Didymus's explanation, page 333, G. : 
qui ex deo nascitur — diligere genitorem ; only the 
Scholiast has omitted a part. The passage of the 
Scholion : ou yd^ 6 '^iXrif ifityxardi^stav %^u¥ in^i r^; 
rov Xpttrrov dtaXj^'^sug (where Matthai proposes the 
correction r^g irt^i fou X^. dtaXfj-^ugy and understands 
did'>,ri'^ig to mean the noHtia^) yiwarou sx SsoD — can 
be corrected and explsuned from the translation: 
non solam confessionem hujus de assumpHone Chr.: — 
we, accordingly are to read, in^i rrig rod X. Avakri^iugf 
cfr. p. 333. H. dispensatione completa, etc. 
. The Schol. Matthai on v. 3» is again entirely taken 
from Didymus, page 333, H. 334. A. : Subsistentia 
et ut ita dicam materia caritatis a conversatione 
praesentis mundi. Chapter v. 14,^ St. John's idea 
is well explained. Chap. v. 18, 19, is also prudently 
expluned, and secured against Manichean misappre- 
hension, p. 334, C. The Schol. Matthai, p. 231, on 
V. 18, entirely corresponds with Didymus's observa- 
tions : so does also the Schol. on v. 19, according to 
the sense ; and that on v. 20, according to the very 
words, cfr. p. 334, F. and 335, A : Intellectus, quem 
dedit, — in quo cognoscit eum, — ^by which the Schol. 
is to be amended and explained. The Schol. on v. 
21, too, is entirely taken from Didymus, p. 334, C. 
It may be seen that Didymus considered the epistle 
as a circular, and a truly Catholic epistle. He, how- 
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ever, is acquainted with the other interpretation of 
6t6<a\uvy according to which that word is supposed to 
denote idola facia ei plasmata of the heretics.. The 
Schol. Matthai, p. 232, 233, on 2 John 6, we find, 
word for word, in Didymus, p. 335, C. F. : Quod 
enim actuales, — ambulat utique secundum mandata. 
Likewise the Schol. Matthai on 3 John 11, cfr. Didy- 
mus, p. 336, A. B. 

Amongst aU the Greek Commentaries which have 
been preserved on the Catholic Epistles, and parti- 
cularly on those of St. John, the most distinguished 
unquestionably is that of (Ecumenius, Bishop of 
Trikka, (circa, 960). The character of this interpre- 
ter is in general pretty well known. '^ As I unfor- 
tunately had not access to his Commentary on 
8t. John's Epistles, when 1 was preparing my Com- 
mentary on the First Epistle, I will here communi- 
cate his principal Scholia on it. '^ 

The wt^sfftg and the xs^aXa/a of CEcumenius are 
quite the same as those of Matthai. Both are those 
of Euthales. On i. 1, (Ecum. makes this remark : 
roDro 'irohg 'loudasoug xai v^hg 'EXKriyagy of xat vsoDrs^ov 
dta^dKkovfft rh xa^* vifi&g /b&uerr^f/ov, dstxwfft ouv, itg xai 
^aXaihv roDrr. Grotius does also here suppose such an 

** See Rich. Simon Hist, des princ. comment, p. 458. Ro- 
senmiiller Hist, interpret. Tom IV. p. 2C3. Noesselt (Agus- 
tin) de catenis Patrum Graeoorum, § IX. 

^ Having in vain attempted to get into my possession the 
Paris Edition, Opp. (Ecum. 1630. I have been obliged to 
make use of a less known edition of the Catholic Kpistles, I 

bearing title : Oi««c/^. l^nynwtt ut rat umBoktHas Xt>«/c. In^r^^ag / 

ed, Barth. Coppen, Rostocbiensis, Frankof. 1610. / 
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allusion ; but in this GBcum. differs from him, that by 
Xfyo; rng 2<mi9 the bitter understands the substan- 
tial Logos, John i. 1, sqq. In the ulterior demon- 
stnition of the proposition, he seems to have made 
use of Didymus; but is more concise and more 
dear. T^ tl^ni of the complicated proposition, ver. 1 — 
3, he states to be as follows: o ^v,^— i-^/s^Xa^iTtfav 
(which he explains like Didymus,) cre^/ rwj Xo/ou r^c 
^w^Cy nv'^ C^ ipan^iti^ri^ ^y rial iu^dxafjuv %ou f/M^ 

aumtovy fiTtg aarit ({») T^hg r&» ^rarifa xai ipav9^<2^ 
i^f^Tfy ^^ roJvuy itit^xafMVy raDro Jiai wKrotyyiXk$juu¥ uftlh, 
ivrai^a romv iarh i) awadotftgy &c. where he makes this 
very good observation : that the proposition is to be 
explained from the x^^'^ ^^^ &wrtrfiai/i,$v6u Xo/ou. CB:p» 
i.4, he explains x^§^ 'nvXt^^. as denoting the joy arising 
from the communion with Grod. But he evidently read 
rififStVy for he explains this passage also, as denoting 
ihe joy of the Apostles at the propagation of the 
gospel, as the reward of their official labours. On i. 
5, he expresses himself in a manner similar to Didy- 
mus. On fjfsr aKk'^Xuv, i. 7, he observes : dijXoy &, 
or/ rrig xotvcoviag iifJMv rs xai rov (pfurog. The transition 
to xai rh aiUfia 'I. X. he thus explains : he considers 
the assurance of the atonement through Christ as a 
consolatory answer to the question : taD^ £<rra/ roDro jjjftfl', 
which question conscience, charging itself with sin, 
naturally proposes. On i.8, 9, he shews the paraenetic 
point, in the emphatic repetition of the sentiment 
establishing the consciousness of sin. He says that 
this is St. John's didatic method, which is formed 
after the method of Jesus Christ. A/xatogy he says, 
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denotes that God's attribute (his goodness) accord- 
ing to which he never repels a repentant sinner. 
AJayog roO ^soD, i. 10, he explains as denoting God's 
word in the Old and New Testament. 

Chap. ii. ly he correctly states the transition and 
the context. Chap. ii. 2, he remarks that m^l oXou toD 
xocfikovy either refers to the particularism of the 
Jews, who held that the heathens were excluded from 
salvation, or to the contrast betwixt those who al- 
ready had become Christians, and the /usrsn/ra cravrs^ 
On va^xXf^rhoy he remarks, that it denotes rhv M^ 
i/jkSf¥ rhv crart^a cra^axaXoOvrex, tJtoi iroor^S'rofjksvov. 'Av* 
^^eairivuirsfiov 6s raura xai oUovofAixutrs^ov il^rat. On 
ii. 3, he first points out the connection of what fol- 
lows with i. 5, 6, and next he observes that St. John, 
in ii. 3, has used yntiiaxttv first in its ordinary sense, 
[iv ToiiTifi ytv(a<rxo/!isv) afterwards in an emphatic sense, 
implying the xoivoimoc, the dvax^aais v^og r/va Qyvutxa/iAfv 
rhv ^shi), and he says, that it is St. John's manner^ 
6/AQiivvfiaatg ;^^0^tt/ xara rahrov. The transition from 
ii. 6, to what follows, he states thus : That here St. 
John speaks of love to the brethren, inasmuch as in 
it the love to God most distinctly shews itself. 
Oddly enough, he puts ^Qi>g 'jr^og rh* ddi\<f>hvy as if this 
were a Johanneic phrase, synonymous with &yav&¥ 
rhv dbek^ov. Considering that the epistle is quite 
catholic, and xfuvSjg addressed to all Jews and all 
heathens, (viz. converted,) he says that the vaXa^a 
f yroXij, partly from a Judaic point of view, means the 
love-commandment of the Old Testament, and partly 
from a heathen point of view, the natural law of love, 
the vofiog sv rift rv^g xaohiag irv^it^ <pv(fixaTg evvo/cug 
eyysy^fifdisvog. The new commandment he also sup-^ 
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posed to be one of love, but, as if it were another 
than the Old, he explains it as meaning the ^u; njg 
wyd^i of the New Testament, which has rh aXi}^ss, 
h n r^ oix<uu<fafi,s9fft itfuL^ ^cy) diit rr^g 'ir^hi auror xoi- 
vnfiag xai fy u^ roTg xt3Losvoit»fix6ct¥ aOr^, accordingly, 
the peculiarly Christian communion with God and 
the light, from which a new spirit of love proceeds. 
He adds, that the difference may also be thus under- 
stood : that the love-commandment of the Old Tes- 
tament commands only to love your countrymen ; 
but that of the New Testam^it your enemies too. 
It is remarkable that craodyirat he explains by ot^€^u 
d^av/^so^M. On ii. 9, sqq., he takes sv rf/ furi chat to 
mean iShu roS X^i<rrov. But that this is the point of 
the contradiction : that Christ died for our brethren, 
or even tiiat Christ is our brother, Heb. ii. 12. In 
Chap. ii. 12 — 14, he understands St. John to allude 
to the d/dSitff^ of those who were to receive the 
epistle, and more particularly with reference to the 
xard i^y tfw^bar/xijy au^iiffiv v^a^ayw/n ri xai ir^oxocj. 
"Ry^'^a ver. 14, he thus explains : ilra xa^* m^y 
m^oK^v rh aur6 svataXafi^aHiy ir^hg rh fiir^f ri^g ^ryst/- 
fJMnxfig fjhjxiaQ rivdtdasxaTuxhf 'k&yov ap/M^o^bsvo;. The 
exhortation, ver. 15, he more especiaUy refers to the 
TOid/o, Bierur^Tiu yd^ dii rd iraudsa ^s^/ rh ^a/vo/ctiyev 
idu. And that which follows, in which the ulterior 
motives of the exhortation are contained, he wishes 
to refer to the Others and the youths. Of xoojuo; 
he says, that it is here o <ru9^irhg o^Xoc, that knows 
nothing of the love of God. Td Jy rf> x6a<i(fi rd 
xard rii¥ S'S't^ufitav rfjg ffa^hg fxrsXou/Acya, a did rut 
as^Jinn^imy rjjy ivi^vfjJav dtaxtvU. Aidydo rm of SaX/Awi, 
rou xuf/ordrou ruv a/tf3unj^;«y, xai rd Xwto «g/fXaj8i 
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By the dXa^ovs/a he understands rh i/^g^ '^dvrag ihat 

^bv xars^a<^et7i r^ aXa^ovi, Being attentive to the 
paraenetic objects of the epistle, he adds to ii. 17, 

^qivy ruv Ss d^avt^ofMfveav avrs^it^ai. Chap. ii. 18, 
Here he seems not correctly to apprehend the his- 
torical notion of the h^drri »^a. After the manner of 
Chrysostom, he understands it to mean, the time sub- 
sequent to the Redeemer's advent, because irdvrca$ H 
d'jrh rov fJAdoxt irav i(r)(aro¥ T^yit^ai ouSsv' d'^ntTioc, But 
he thinks it here may also be equivalent to ro x^'V' 
(trov, bii orav ^a^asv, stg Ittyarov d^lyiAcu xaxou. Chap. ii. 
19, he does not apprehend the plain meaning of the 
text: he would here supply xa/ <r^iv oZroi ci dvri'- 
^iffTor but he thinks that St. John, perhaps, designs 
to express by the CMy')(p(Sii roZ "KCyov ro ^soi auraug 
driSkg, which, certainly, would be odd enough. 'AaX' 
ha he thus supplies : vvv ds rovro 'irs^ov^affiv. The con- 
text and the transition from ii. 19 to ii. 20, 21, he 
thus propounds uxf^sosi eXsyev : dXkd ri raura <r^hg 
bfiMg eyi) dss^i^^ofiatf i>g tr^hg dyvooijvrag. Chap. ii. 22, 
he wishes, for perspicuity's sake, to supply xai before 
T/g, Ka/, in the commencement of ver. 25, he takes 
in the sense of ydfl. The s'TrayysXja he refers to John 
xvii. 21 and 23. Ver. 27 he construes so as to 
make fisvtTrs h auru an apodosis to the whole ; but 
the iiregular construction : xai vfisTg rh ^ifffia, he re- 
solves thus : xa/ u/j^sTg — s^si rh ^i^itrfjLa — fiivet, ou y^^itdv 
t^sTs. Ver. 28, 29, he displays the context by sup- 
plying, betwixt the two verses, the question : r/va xa- 
ro^^caxoTsg ivdpffroi avrf) ymnro. To ver. 29 he adds 
the explanation : 6 dixaiog dixaiovg y%vv^. 
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On chap. iii. 2, he gives the explanation : tt 2k /xij 
^^ f^avs^CriSfj roDro (viz. ^r/ s/; vsoug ^loD d^Xsj^Sij/Afy) 

Ixtmu uvoxakuvrofAinu* 'Ofiotot he explains by xard 
n)v rij^ ^^m ^otitfura, *AfAa^ria, iii. 4, he explains 7} 
rou a^aS^u d«i»9rwtff^, but dvofiua by 17 4rg^/ roy ^srin 
yo/Mv 4rX9})CifwXfia. And then he shews how the for- 
mer is always also the latter. The xai before a/Eta^ 
ria iii. 5, he takes for d/or/. Chap. iii. 6, 7, he refers 
o^^y, somewhat obscurely, to pan^o^lvrog aurou, and 
of this op^cv, he considers the inaccessibility for sin as 
a sign. But next he says : that sAi^axswz/ and J^vah 
x«yoM is neither to be understood of the sensual o>]//;, 
nor of the ^rj^f/^o; (pavraciat^ but of the x^/tf/^andthe 
mtfr^/ctii, in the faith in Christ. 'Bxc^yo; he refers to 
God. The Schol. on iii. 8, is entirely taken from 
Didymus. He states beautifully the context between 
iii. 10 and 11, by the remark : iini xai irX^omftM «ra»- 
roiy i dyd^. The transition of iii. 16, 17, he states 
thus : T/ pTifit n)» '^v^riv wfi§ rm dhi>jpm ri^inu ; ocy 
o^wfAS¥y /it^ds rtiv rSv dvayxaiw ;^fs/av dpa^XftPUvvrag 
nmg ruv ddsXpoSv, Chap. iii. 19, he understands thus: 
h TOUTtay viz. iv rtp fir^ >My(^ dyanr^v aXX' c^^ x«/ 
eeX^^c/cf. 'Ex r^s dX^^uag drat, he understands as re- 
ferring to the contrast betwixt word and deed. And 
then he explains : 'OXog ouv 6 Xoyog (iii. 19, 20), ftfr/i 
roiourog: Tsxv/a /mv^ fiti •NJ/£t;deii/bbs^a ttg aXX^Xou^, sv r^ rfi 
yX(aa<rfi /a6v?i dyacrqivy aXXee xai tfytfi n)y dydnn^v finds/- 
xviiufisv. '£v rour^ /ao yvoitfo/CAS^a, or/ sx r^g aX9j^/«(, 
rourfirr/t', Ix roD ^mu iff/i&gv. Ka/ Xs/o/ttsv, o^; roD SsoD 
i^tffxovouvrog XsyufAty. — E/ ycee /jbfi ovru ^0iSifif¥, aX>a, 
Xsyovrm fffLciif dya'rfvy ^ xa^d/a jj/ttwi* (ffvvsiififftg) xora- 
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Chap. iv. 1. CEcum. states the context with that 
"which precedes, thus : that St. John having spoken 
of fraternal love, now wishes also to shew how the 
love of false and true brethren is to be distinguished.* 
Chap. iv. 2, 'jr&v 'irnvjua, tjtoi 'ir^o^firsiag a^tufiUy fj afn^ 
ffrokrig — . O/ dvri^ptarci rovrstfrtv oi {T^od^o/toi rcu dvn^i' 
ffrov. *Ev (fa^xi sXffX, he understands of the Lord's 
cra^ou(r/a h aa^xi. Chap. iv. 7. Aii^ag riva ^^ 
dyaT^Vy ort roug ojUMorfO'rovgj lysrat \oivhv rStv s^ d^^fjgy 
sx Tov ^sov tJvai }<iytitv xai tjJv dyd'Triv xai rh¥ dyaTUvra, 

Chap. iv. 11, he thus states the context : £/ oiv 
cvrug hyd^miitBv fjjfiag 6 ^ihc, xaJvot fifjdev sig ^ufkv aur^ 
XQivfavwJvTagy mkXtfi cKfov o^pnikoftiv xai vtfL^ig roug ofAo- 
^vfTg rifih dya^Vy xai yvovng rb d'^rh Trjg dyd'jrfig xaX^y, 
dXKfiXoig rouro biaxonTv, Chap. iv. 17, he understands 
the 4rct||9}(r/a to mean, confidence in Christ as judge. 
Ka^^g BXiTvog — sv x6(ffi(fi rour^, he thus explains: ug 
sxsT^og ^v h rut xoa/ntft ^/noDfji^g xai xa^a^hg, cfr. John xiv. 
30,) ovru xai rj/MsTg hS/As^a sv r(jj x6<ff/,(fj, Th yao iari xai 
hif[Msy xard duTt^^ov/av xsTtaty ug rfi y^a^fj £^o^. Relative 
to iv. 20, he has the following : s^sXxuffrtxbv ydt.^ o^a- 
tfig ilg dyd'Tfjv, £/ de rovro^ 6 rh fAaWov i^iXx6/i,svov sig 
dydiFr^v fra^ oudh ^otoi^evog xai rh ddsXfhv, ov scu^axs, f^ri 
dya^uVy frStg rhv ^ehv, ov o6^ euoaxB, fd<sxm dya'Xtj.y^ %g 
fjifi^z ^yif^r^g sariv aurcD, /uti^ aif^au firjdefM^ Xtj^r^^ 

' Chap. V. 1 — 5, the ccmtext is well and aptly stated. 
But V. 6, he takes the context and sense too artifi- 

* This is very whimsical indeed : AccordiDg to the inter- 
pretation of this Right Reverend Father, Hor. de Art. Poet. 42d 
->30, would be a parallel to 1 John iv. 1. 
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ciaily. He says that because St Jolm had before 
mentioned the rtxvoitfig ^tov, and roxog ^zov, but that 
all birth of God is effected by baptism, he here uses 
these words : ot^og, &c. That the context of the whole 
accordingly is this : Since all that is bom of God 
overcometh the world, the question arises : ^ug 

8yt¥Vfi^fl ; A/* 'ijdarS; ^tf/y xai aifMtroi, 6 yao t}^(jjy, 

Then he continues stating that St. John wishes first 
to shew roD v#o^f roDi^ro^ if^w X^tgrou n^y cevads/^iv, on o 
$v avrtp &y^^(a^6g ir^uroi uin^srtig uvb ^soD xal ti/lTv dta fiig 
faurou u/o^6<r/0S( s^a^i<faro rb ro/oSroy d^/a»jC6a, "O xai 
xara xai9ouQ r^sTi i^s^af^^j. The *Cdu§ he refers to the 
baptism in Jordan, and to God's testimony on that 
occasion, the oJ/c^a to Christ's death (more especially, 
cfr. John idi. 28), and the vinvfAa to his resurrection, 
Srt uii ^shg diiaTtj sx tuv vsx^UfV, ^goD ya^ rovro f^Mv 
Xofjrhv^ TO dvicrrqiv savrov, Tji ds ^ntvfjMrog ftavfi fff^fiMi- 
nrat 6 dfo;, mi xai *ffwJfLv. 6 ^fo;. Chap. v. 10 — 12, 
the context is correctly stated, that whosoever doth 
not receive God's testimony, commits a double trans- 
gression, that he makes God a liar, and deprives him- 
self of eternal life, together with the filial relation to 
God. Chap. v. 13, he considers as an Epilog: w; h 
STiKoyu dvaxi^oc'kaioijra/ xai ^fiffiv: ty^a-^a, Byovo/ia 
roD vhu roD ^eou he understands the vv sxihov «a^a- 
do^sTaa rifiTv ^so^t^ttcu Chap. v. 16, 17, by sin unto 
death he understands despairing sin. But then be 
adds, aX7va xai fLff^tstxaxovvrig ir^hg ^dvarof a/^ba^ravoutf/v, 
according to Prov. xii. 28, (but here the true sense 
of the passage is not recognized.) On ver. 18, he 
observes, that whosoever is bom of God, does sin, 
neither cr^i; ^awroy, nor /m^ cr^o; ^dvarov. He also, 
like all Greek interpreters, lays great stress upon the 
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words rri96T»avThvf for the purpose of maintaining the 
autonomy of the wilL In ver. 20, he explains d/ayo/a 
by dtdymtfi^. It does not clearly appear to what he 
referred olrogy he says, however, that ourog is dvri 
dva^o^txou a^^^ou. but he seems not to have read iv rfi 
before viui. In ver. 21, he agrees with the first men* 
tioned explanation of Didymus. 

Besides (Ecumenius, we have also a commentary 
on all the Catholic epistles by Theophylact (circa 
1070). I regret that, in spite of every endeavour, I 
did not succeed in obtaining the Venet. edit, of the 
entire works of Theophylact, in which alone this 
commentary is to be found. I can, accordingly, . 
give no judgment of my own on this commentary, 
and must at present be satisfied with what Nosselt 
and Rosenmiiller have said respecting it.^^ 

The smaller, as well as the larger Scholia on the 
Catholic Epistles in Matthai, the latter from the 
Moscow MSS. D. and H., have both been used by 
me in the commentary, and also been more precisely 
characterized in the inquiry respecting Didymus. 
Here I shall only add this : Cod. D. is by Matthai re- 
ferred to the 11th century, but Cod. H., to the 12th 
or 13th. Matthai observes that the text of the former 
is preferable, and this is confirmed by the collation 
which I have made. 

It is also evident that the Scholia, as Matthiii has 
remarked, are of the most ancient; if they were 
more modem, surely OBcumenius would have been 
referred to more frequently. 

In the Latin church only two interpretations of 

^ See Noesselt (Augostin) de catenis Patrum Oraeooruiii; § 
VII., and RosenmUller, Hist, interpret. Tom. TV. p. 313. 
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St John's Epistles have been found : The *^ Trac- 
tatus X.," by St. Augustin, on the First Episde, as 
far as ci^. v. 3,^^ and the ^ Ezpositiones in omnes 
Epistolas Joannis" in the Expos. Super Epp. Cath., 
by Bede Venerabilis (735).38 The former, of which 
use has been made in our commentary, are written 
in the well known form of homilies, but, in respect of 
exegetical wordi and impcniance, not to be compared 
with the same Father's tracts on St* John's Grospel. 
T^ laUer, being for the most part borrowed from ^ 
the former, contains nothing that is very remarkable. 
Perhaps Beda also made use of those Tracts of St. 
Augusftin's on v. 5 — 21 which have been lost. The 
pTplanaHiMtt, on v. 16, of sin unto death, is quite in St. 
Augustin's style ; and it is to be found in the very 
same words in St Augustin's Treatise De Sermone 
Dom. in monte sec. Matth. Lib. I. cap. 22, § 73. 
It is therefore possible that Beda collected what he 
found dispersed in various places of St Augustin's 
explanations on passages in St John, and that he 
found no ccmnected explanation of St. Augustin's 
after v. 16. It is remarkable that he has not the 
spurious passage, 1 John v. 7. It is difficult to say 
from whence Beda may have taken the explanations 
of the Second and Third Epistle of St John, which 
are very insignificant, or whether these may be con- 
sidered as his own. Didymus's ** Enarratio" seems 
to have been entirely unknown to him. 

*7 Opp. Tqm. III. p. 826, sqq. 

** Opp. ed. Colon. Tom. V. p. 727, sqq« 

OEXl A03A. 

Expl. prid. non. Sext. 1836. 
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